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ON THE FRONT COVER:

Courtroom #1 was originally constructed in 1874 as part of the Kent County
Courthouse. Currently, this Courtroom is used by the Superior Court, although
the Court of Chancery and the Court of Common Pleas also may use Courtroom
#1 for trials. In 2012-13, this Courtroom was carefully remodeled to incorporate
modern trial technology needs while maintaining the historical significance of
Courtroom #1. The renovations included returning the Colonial revival style
paint to this Courtroom and retaining the wooden tipstaffs on the dock. The tip-
staffs are painted white on one side and red on the other. Historically, the tip
staffs would be turned to the white or red sides depending upon whether the
defendant was found guilty or innocent.
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The AOC would like to offer special thanks to
Richard K. Herrmann, Esquire, for his photo-
graphic expertise and assistance with the
cover page of this Annual Report.
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This banner was hung in the New Castle County Courthouse on February 13, 2013, the first day the courthouse
was open following the shootings at the New Castle County Courthouse on February 11, 2013.



MESSAGE FROM
CHIEF JUSTICE MYRON T. STEELE

This is my tenth, and final, fiscal year message for the Ju-
diciary. The last nine and one-half years, during which I
have had the honor of serving as Chief Justice of the Dela-
ware Supreme Court, have proven challenging, at times,
and also immensely rewarding, given the many accom-
plishments of the Judicial Branch during those years. 1
must begin by acknowledging, and expressing my grati-
tude for, the outstanding efforts and wisdom of individual
judges and, collectively, the Courts, the Administrative
Office of the Courts, and other branch employees. It is
because of the talents and resourcefulness of my col-
leagues and staff within the Judicial Branch that we have
achieved notable success in implementing efficiencies and
streamlining practices. These initiatives have squeezed
the most possible out of every state dollar, while helping
us provide better and more effective services to Delaware
citizens.

Looking back on my tenure as Chief Justice, I have main-
tained a consistent focus on a number of areas impacting
the Judicial Branch. One area of major concern has been
protecting the role of the Judicial Branch as an independ-
ent, co-equal branch of government. The Judiciary must
be adequately funded, with sufficient resources and com-
pensation for judges and staff, to function consistently
with its constitutional mandate and to deliver fair and im-
partial justice. The fiscal challenges have been particularly
difficult during my time as Chief Justice, as we have navi-
gated through funding cutbacks, hiring freezes, and other
measures to help address the fiscal challenges which im-
pacted state government beginning in 2008 and have con-
tinued, for the most part, since then.

The Judiciary’s efforts since the inception of the fiscal crisis
have resulted in almost $9 million in personnel cost sav-
ings and additional millions in increased state revenue,
through our filing fee increases and innovations. Our will-
ingness to join with the other branches of government to
ensure fiscal stability has proven costly, at times, when
considering overall court operations. My concern has
grown with the widening gap between court caseloads,
which experienced a 19% increase between FY 2003 and
FY 2013, and declining resources.

Even considering the fiscal challenges which the Judicial
Branch has faced, Fiscal Year 2013 proved to be an ex-
tremely difficult time for the Judicial Branch. The shoot-
ings which occurred at the New Castle County Courthouse
on February 11, 2013 affected all of us in Delaware per-
sonally, and indelibly etched the importance of court secu-
rity in our psyches. One doesn't often think about some-
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thing like that happening. But it did, costing two victims
their lives, injuring two others, and representing a direct
attack on the very core of the justice system — the courts.
Those tragic events will have a rippling effect on all of our
lives for years to come.

Another focal point during my tenure has been the Courts’
ability to obtain secure and dignified court facilities. The
Courts have recognized the difficulties in providing a safe
environment for all who enter our courthouses, while
maintaining an open forum to ensure access for all. In the
wake of the violence on February 11", I faced questions
about the safety and security of our Courts head on — both
for the public who access our justice system and for the
employees who work within the system. Instead of jump-
ing into an instant, and perhaps flawed, response to those
questions, we followed a thoughtful process and devel-
oped a rational security plan — focused on ensuring that
the best possible court security measures are in place. We
conducted thorough security reviews of Delaware court-
houses statewide, relying on our security experts, includ-
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ing the U.S. Marshal’s Service and the Delaware Office of
Safety and Homeland Security. In addition to seeking
guidance from those experts, we solicited suggestions
from employees and others on security issues, and devel-
oped a list of critical court security needs that was submit-
ted to the Executive and Legislative Branches in April of
2013.

Those court security priorities included additional security
staffing for both Capitol Police and the Justice of the Peace
Court; improvements to the configuration of the lobbies of
the New Castle County Courthouse and other courthouses;
extra cameras, ballistic security barriers, and other security
equipment; policy and training enhancements; as well as
other structural improvements to enhance security. We
left no stone unturned in scouring all possible funding
sources and, as a result, we developed a funding plan to
support these critical priorities, which included $1 million
from resources under our control. With the support of the
Governor and the Legislature, an additional $2.2 million,
and 25 positions, were included in the FY 2014 budget to
address these critical security priorities.

We remain gratefully in debt
to the Capitol Police, and
others, whose quick actions
on February 11th prevented
a very tragic event from
becoming catastrophic.
That event brought into fo-
cus the need to ensure that [
the Capitol Police has suffi-
cient resources, equipment
and training, to meet the
growing security risks at our
courthouses. Although the
Judiciary has supported ad-
dressing the Capitol Police’s
court security resource
needs in the past, I am
pleased that combined re-
cent efforts resulted in the
addition of 17 new Capitol Police positions for court secu-
rity in FY 2014,

We made tremendous progress with a number of security
initiatives in the months that followed the shootings, in-
cluding instituting branch-wide security policies, such as
the establishment of courthouse security committees and a
statewide court security committee to provide guidance to
the Supreme Court on security issues, a statewide emer-
gency notification system, courthouse emergency proce-
dures booklets and related computer-based training, and
training for court security officers, Capitol Police, and court
staff to enhance our emergency preparedness. Substantial
progress has been made on physical security projects,
such as the installation of ballistic materials for public ac-
cess counters in the New Castle County Courthouse, the

Representative Melanie George Smith presenting a House
Tribute, on January 16, 2014, to Chief Justice Steele and Beth
Steele, recognizing his outstanding judicial service.

establishment of statewide priorities for additional security
cameras and ballistic or Kevlar materials in public areas,
and the redesign of the New Castle County Courthouse
lobby, with the completion of those projects anticipated by
the spring of 2014.

Besides progress on security, I would like to mention two
budget highlights during my tenure as Chief Justice. First,
the two new, much needed, Superior Court judgeships and
associated court staff, have helped to address burgeoning
caseloads since the last new Superior Court judges were
added in New Castle County in 1994. The full funding of
the new judgeships, although it took longer than we
wished, demonstrated the other Branches’ appreciation of
the Judiciary’s disciplined approach in determining when to
ask for new judges based upon quantified needs. Second,
the completion of the Kent County Courthouse renovations
represented a significant accomplishment. The new wing
of the Kent County Courthouse, along with the renovated
old courthouse, provides a well-designed and secure court
facility, which should serve the people of Kent County well
for many years to come.

One very serious budget concern
that I regret has worsened while
I have been Chief Justice is the
compensation rates paid to Judi-
cial Branch employees and Dela-
ware judges, which have contin-
ued to fall further and further
behind inflation and benefit cost
| increases. The inability of the
Delaware Compensation Com-
mission process to address Dela-
ware judges’ pay since 2005 —
when the last functioning Com-
pensation Commission report
went into effect — has com-
pounded judicial pay issues.
While Delaware judges and court
staff know that they are forego-
ing better pay opportunities in
the private market when they answer to the higher calling
of public service, they do not expect that the value of their
pay will continue to diminish throughout their years in
state service. Just considering inflation (not including
benefit cost increases), the salary of a court employee
paid $34,000 annually has, effectively, dropped by close to
$3,000 because of inflation in the last nine years. I realize
that each court employee can ill afford that loss, while try-
ing to cope with increasing transportation and, in Wilming-
ton, parking costs, along with their families’ growing living
expenses. Although I am proud of the Judicial Branch’s
many accomplishments during my tenure, I leave this po-
sition disheartened by the declining financial positions that
the dedicated public servants in the Judicial Branch are
facing.

Continued on next page
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A MESSAGE FROM THE CHIEF JUSTICE

Finally, I am grateful that the Delaware Courts continue to
be viewed as the nation’s top court system. We have
been ranked number one in the country for our “climate of
fairness” by a U.S. Chamber of Commerce study for 10
times in a row. Delaware Courts are consistently recog-
nized as “most influential” by the Directorship, a magazine
for corporate board members and high level corporate ex-
ecutives. In addition, individual Delaware judges are fre-
quently recognized on a national basis, and have been
repeatedly included on the Lawdragon legal magazine's list
of leading attorneys nationwide in the area of corporate
governance, and on the Ethisphere magazine’s list of the
most influential persons in business ethics.

Through amendments to the Delaware Constitution in
2007 and 2013, the Delaware Supreme Court was pro-
vided jurisdiction to consider certified questions of Dela-
ware law submitted by the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission (SEC) and the United States Bankruptcy Courts.
Following the 2007 amendment, the SEC's use of the new
certification process in 2008 demonstrated the Delaware
Supreme Court’s important national role in corporate law.

I am keenly aware that Delaware’s national, and interna-
tional, preeminence results directly from the individual,
and collective, efforts of those in the Judicial Branch.
Some recent programs and innovations instituted by the
Courts to enhance the services we provide, include prob-
lem-solving courts in all of the criminal trial courts, elec-
tronic filing and payment initiatives, Court of Chancery’s
guardianship program, Superior Court’'s mortgage foreclo-
sure mediation and project rightful owner programs, Court
of Common Pleas’ SPEED docket for expediting civil litiga-
tion and procedures for consumer debt collection litiga-

tion, Family Court’s statewide call center, risk assessment
for pre-adjudicated juveniles, and website enhancements,
and Justice of the Peace Court’s Prosecution Project, Com-
munity Court initiative, online resources, and security ef-
forts.

We have established a number of task forces, such as the
Racial Justice Improvement Project, the Task Force on
Criminal Justice and Mental Health, and the Fairness for All
Task Force, all of which have resulted in significant sys-
temic improvements. We have strengthened our liaison
activities with the other branches of government, through
initiatives such as the establishment of the Judicial Branch
legislative team, which has enabled us, as a Branch, to
speak with a unified voice. In addition, the Administrative
Office of the Courts (AOC) has worked hard to enhance its
support of Branch initiatives through coordination of secu-
rity projects, grant-related activities and services for prob-
lem-solving courts, the expanded court interpreter pro-
gram, facilities’ projects, community education, and staff
training, technology-related projects, court collections en-
forcement, and other initiatives.

I am immensely proud of the Judicial Branch’s many
achievements during my time as Chief Justice and the ex-
ceptional services we provide. Although I look forward to
the next “chapter” in my life, I will greatly miss working
with the many talented judges and staff in all of the Courts
and the AOC.

TMoecresbucoo o

“A judiciary is only as good as the men and women who serve in it—and quite simply, Chief Justice Steele is as good as they
get. In addition to serving as Chief Justice, he has served on our Superior Court and Court of Chancery. He is a tireless and
forceful advocate for our state’s judiciary and indeed, for the entire State of Delaware. We don’t always agree, but | can say with
confidence that no one cares more about our state courts than Chief Justice Myron Steele.

With no disrespect to any of the men and women in this room, | believe Delaware’s judiciary is the ‘gold standard’ — and | want to
thank Chief Justice Steele for all of his work in building and maintaining what | believe is the finest state judiciary in the na-
tion. Thank you, Chief Justice Steele.

As you know, the Chief Justice’s passion and commitment do not stop at the borders of our State. Before he ever became Presi-
dent of the Conference of Chief Justices, he was an avowed defender of state courts and of the role of states in the governance
of our republic. A proud graduate of Mr. Jefferson’s university — the University of Virginia - and its law school, the Chief Justice
has always been a student of history and of government. He is someone who knows that the strength of our courts depends on
their independence. But he is also someone who knows that independent branches of government do not exist in silos; and that
in the real world the different branches of government work best when they work together.”

Governor Jack Markell, Remarks to the Conference of Chief Justices, July 30, 2013
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MESSAGE FROM THE
STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR

This past year has been one of great progress for the Ad-
ministrative Office of the Courts. We have made great
strides in enhancing current programs, and developing
new initiatives, including those that focus on increasing
access to justice. The enduring effects of the State’s fiscal
challenges, coupled with increasing demands on limited
judicial resources, have led the AOC to redouble its efforts
this year to maximize system-wide efficiencies and bolster
existing resources. The tragic New Castle County Court-
house shootings on February 11, 2013 brought security
issues, which have long been a Judicial Branch priority, to
the forefront during this past year. Although the event
shook our judicial system at its core, the overwhelming
support from judges and Judicial Branch staff, Capitol Po-
lice and other security personnel at all levels, the other
branches of government, and many others, fostered ad-
vancement in security initiatives promoting the safety of
all who work in, or enter into, our courthouses. Those
efforts are on-going and are discussed below, along with
some of the many AQOC initiatives.

The FY 2013 Message of the State Court Administrator
would not be complete without acknowledging Chief Jus-
tice Myron T. Steele’s strong and deft leadership of the
Judicial Branch and tremendous support of the AOC over
the past nine and one-half years. Although his retirement
on November 30, 2013 was well-deserved after his 24
years serving on the Bench, I personally feel the loss of
his outstanding and decisive management, his strong ad-
vocacy for the Delaware Courts and his long-standing
commitment to enhancing the core services provided by
the Courts. The AOC is honored to have served a key role
in helping to advance Chief Justice Steele’s outstanding
legacy in the area of court administration.

Court Security/Facilities

While security has been a long-recognized critical need of
the Delaware Courts and a primary focus area for the
AOC, the tragic shooting on February 11, 2013 at the New
Castle County Courthouse raised a new awareness about
court security. The AOC has worked with the Courts,
Capitol Police, Facilities Management, and others, to coor-
dinate the response to the shooting and to implement the
security plan and priorities which were developed based
upon the statewide security reviews conducted by security
experts following last February’s tragic events. Those ini-
tiatives have included new branch-wide security policies,
including the establishment of courthouse security com-
mittees and a statewide emergency notification system,
training for court security officers, the development of
other security resources for court staff, installation of addi-

tional ballistic materials
and security cameras in all
state courthouses, and the
redesign of the New Castle
County Courthouse and
Family Court Kent County
Courthouse lobbies, as well
as other structural security
projects.

Self-Represented Liti-
gants/Procedural Fair-
ness

The AOC continued its ef-
forts to implement the rec-
ommendations of the Dela-
ware Courts: Fairness for
All Task Force to better serve self-represented litigants.
This past year brought advances in ongoing initiatives and
the implementation of new programs to address gaps in
access to justice services for self-represented litigants and
Delaware’s Limited English Proficient (LEP) population.
Those efforts included the following:

Honorable Patricia W. Griffin

e Doubled the volunteer attorney roster for the AOC's
Limited Legal Assistance program (LLAP) which offers
consultation services to self-represented litigants in
Family Court. Over 95% of participants report that the
program provides a valuable service. With the numbers
of self-represented litigants on the rise, calls for assis-
tance continue to increase and the AOC has stepped up
efforts to meet this growing need;

e Enhanced language access services by expanding the
LLAP to Spanish speaking litigants (who report a 100%
satisfaction rate with the new program) and developing
an online video series in Spanish explaining civil case
processes in Delaware Courts;

e Served on the advisory committee organizing the Na-
tional Summit on Language Access in the Courts, and
coordinated a team of Delaware Judges and AOC staff
to attend the Summit. Participants joined teams from
48 other states, three territories and the District of Co-
lumbia to develop strategies for addressing language
access issues. In addition, the AOC’s Court Interpreter
Program received the 2013 John Neufeld Court
Achievement Award in October, which recognized our
leadership role in language access on a national level
and the program’s many initiatives to advance services
provided to LEP litigants in Delaware;

Continued on next page
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e Supported national language access initiatives through
work related to the Conference of State Court Adminis-
trators’ Language Access Advisory Committee and the
Council for Language Access Coordinators;

e Participated in the Delaware State Bar Association Com-
mittee on Access to Justice which reviewed proposed
changes to consumer debt collection cases in the Court
of Common Pleas.

Delaware Supreme Court Task Force Initiatives/
Committees

The AOC continued to support Delaware Supreme Court
Task Force initiatives that focus on access to justice and
procedural fairness issues for Delaware's underserved
populations including:

¢ Delaware Access to Justice Commission: Initial
work began on the potential establishment of an Ac-
cess to Justice Commission in Delaware in FY 2013.
Following the recommendations of the Access to Jus-
tice Exploratory Committee, which was convened by
Justice Jack B. Jacobs on behalf of the Delaware Su-
preme Court, staffed by the AOC, and included repre-
sentatives from the Courts, Delaware State Bar Asso-
ciation, legal services organizations and others, the
Delaware Supreme Court entered an Order on Novem-
ber 13, 2013 establishing a Delaware Access to Justice
Commission. The Commission, established for an ini-
tial two-year period, will focus on providing a coordi-
nated approach to investigating and addressing gaps
and critical needs related to access to justice in Dela-
ware.

¢ Delaware Racial Justice Improvement Project
(RJIP): The work of the RIJIP, led by Supreme Court
Justice Henry duPont Ridgely, completed its work on a
number of initiatives supported by a grant sponsored
by the Bureau of Justice Assistance and the American
Bar Association. The RJIP, comprised of several mem-
bers from the Judicial Branch, other criminal justice
system partners and staffed by the AOC, focused its
reform on the Department of Probation’s policies and
standards to guide probation officers in the supervision
of probationers. The Task Force took the following
steps, among others, related to the possible influence
of race on discretionary decisions of probation officers:

m All supervisory probation officers received training
on implicit bias and bias-free decision making.
Implicit bias training has now been incorporated
into the mandatory training received by all new

probation officers;

m The Department of Probation & Parole Profes-
sional Conduct Policy was amended to expressly
prohibit discriminatory decisions by probation offi-
cers;

m Modifications to the Delaware Department of Cor-
rection’s (DDOC) case management system will
enable officers to manage and track probation vi-
olations and the type of sanctions that are imple-
mented on probationers as a result of violation.
These new functions will provide the Department
with a tool to better manage its offender popula-
tion and will allow the probation officers to have a
guideline that drives the sanctions based on prede-
fined, objective criteria. The hope is that this evi-
dence-based approach to guide probation officers’
discretion in imposing graduated sanctions for pro-
bation violations will assist the DDOC in efforts to
promote bias-free decision-making and reduce the
number of violation reports to the Courts or Board
of Parole;

m An additional initiative to promote bias-free de-
cision-making was undertaken by the Delaware
State Police. That effort involved the development
of automated traffic “warnings” so that information
about warnings, in addition to traffic tickets, would
be stored electronically and be easily accessible for
later review;

m The Delaware Criminal Justice Council's Declara-
tion of Leading Practices to Protect Civil Rights and
Promote Racial and Ethnic Fairness in the Criminal
Justice System was implemented. The Declaration
mandates that Delaware criminal justice agencies
and the courts adopt policies on bias-free decision-
making, use of deadly force, internal and external
complaint process, and other areas that will pro-
mote racial and ethnic fairness, in order to receive
preference to receive grant funding allocated
through the Criminal Justice Council;

m The Task Force sponsored a train-the-trainer ses-
sion on implicit bias for Probation and Parole as
well as for judicial staff;

m Judicial Officers participated in educational ses-
sions on implicit bias in October 2012.

¢ Mental Health and Criminal Justice Task Force:
The AOC continues to facilitate the work of the Dela-
ware Supreme Court Task Force on Criminal Justice and
Mental Health (co-chaired by Supreme Court Justice
Henry duPont Ridgely and Superior Court Judge Jan R.
Jurden), including publication of the Updated Strategic

2013 Annual Report of the Delaware Judiciary




Plan which sets forth the revised recommendations of
the Task Force.

The General Assembly’s Victims’” Compensation As-
sistance Program Review Committee, chaired by
the State Court Administrator and staffed jointly by the
AOC and the Controller General’s office, was established
to review the financial stability of the VCAP program
resulting in a report setting forth the committee’s analy-
sis and recommendations which was submitted to the
General Assembly on January 7, 2013.

Grant Writing

The AOC coordinated numerous grant applications on be-
half of the Courts and was successful in obtaining federal
grant funding to support several judicial branch initiatives.
Examples included:

Coordinated the preparation of the Justice of the Peace
Court’s grant application that resulted in an award from
the State Justice Institute to fund a project coordinator
to assist the Justice of the Peace Court's community
court project. The project coordinator will assist with
the planning and develop-

Additionally, the AOC partnered with the Criminal Jus-
tice Council to prepare the Courts’ cooperative applica-
tions for grant solicitations including the FY 2013 Adult
Drug Court Discretionary and the Byrne Criminal Justice
Innovation Programs.

Community Outreach

The AOC continued to expand its community outreach ef-
forts in 2013 through enhanced programming and new
initiatives focused on providing educational opportunities
to Delaware youth and the community.

FY 2013 represented another successful year for the
Supreme Court and Delaware Bar Association iCivics
project. Founded in 2009 by former United States Su-
preme Court Justice Sandra Day O’'Connor, iCivics pro-
vides a free civics curriculum that meets Common Core
State standards. The Delaware Supreme Court, in con-
junction with the Women and the Law Section of the
Delaware State Bar Association and the AOC, brought
iCivics into the state’s elementary and middle schools
during the month of May for the last two years. Judges
and lawyers volunteer to dem-

ment of a resource center
which will serve as a cen-
terpiece for the newly cre-
ated community court in
the City of Wilmington;
Secured funding from the
Office on Violence Against
Women and managed the
planning and implementa-
tion of the Victim Aware-
ness and Safety Enhance-
ment Project in the New
Castle County Superior
Court Mental Health Court
and Court of Common
Pleas Trauma Informed
Probation Court. The pro-
ject’'s goals are to provide justice-involved victims of
domestic violence and/or sexual assault with the tools
to end the cycle of violence and abuse, address the root
cause of the problem that may have led to their in-
volvement with the criminal justice system, and help
reduce recidivism;

Obtained grant funding from the National Highway Traf-
fic Safety Administration to support a State Judicial Out-
reach Liaison officer who will assist the Court of Com-
mon Pleas with the creation of a Driving Under the In-
fluence Court in Delaware (pursuant to H.B. 378, 146th
General Assembly (De. 2012)), educate the Judiciary on
the issue of impaired driving and traffic safety, and pro-
vide community outreach services;

From left: Robin Jenkins, founder of the Summer Youth Volun-
teer Program; Amy Quinlan, Deputy State Court Administrator;
Karlis Johnson, Court Administrator for Court of Chancery;
and Patricia Griffin, State Court Administrator.

onstrate online lessons in the
classroom and share their
knowledge of working in the
legal system.

e The AOC continues to work
with schools and community
organizations to bring innova-
tive civics educational opportu-
nities to the schools and com-
munity, including the Youth
Forum for middle school stu-
dents which provides an oppor-
tunity for students to learn
about the court system by
working with real life judges
and attorneys in an impromptu
mock trial held in a real court-
room.

The Summer Youth Volunteer Program celebrated its
fifth year by expanding its services into the Court of
Chancery and the Division of Revenue. The “brain
child” of the AOC’s Manager of Support Services, Robin
Jenkins, the program continued to expand with 49 stu-
dents enrolled this summer. Through this volunteer
program, students involved in the foster care system
and others receive invaluable work experience and
learn new work and life skills.

The AOC continued its efforts with a myriad of other
community outreach projects, including facilitation of
the Delaware high school mock trial program and coor-
dination of, and participation in, the Miracle on the 34"
Street program (for younger students, the Delaware

Continued on next page
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Cast from Miracle on 34th Street presentation, New Castle
County Courthouse, December 12, 2013

State Bar Association, in partnership with the Judici-
ary, stages a reenactment of a Miracle on 34™ Street’s
courtroom scene).

The AOC partnered with the Salvation Army’s Keep a
Job program to present a job skills seminar at the New
Castle County Courthouse on April 19, 2013. The one-
day conference entitled “Brighten Your Path for Suc-
cess” introduced the participants of the Keep a Job
program to the Delaware Judi-

ries of workshops designed to provide Delaware’s jus-
tice-involved women with the tools necessary to make
a successful transition back into the community.

Collections

The AOC's Office of State Court Collections Enforcement
(OSCCE) continued its efforts to implement new collec-
tion initiatives and improve the efficiencies of our current
operations. In 2013, OSCCE was successful on several
fronts:

e Extended its collections support to Court of Common
Pleas outstanding judgments, with future support of
Court of Chancery judgments in process;

e Expanded and enhanced the Tax Intercept Program
which included the automation of the Department of
Correction Fees database through the Delaware Crimi-
nal Justice Information System;

e Incorporated web payments (ePay) and five payment
kiosks into daily operations;

e Continued to work on other technology advancements
and cooperative partnerships with other state and na-
tional agencies to increase information sharing capabil-

ity, capacity, and response

ciary, provided information
about how the courts serve the
public, and discussed employ-
ment opportunities within the
Judicial Branch. Representa-
tives from the Court of Com-
mon Pleas, Family Court, Capi-
tol Police, the AOC, and the
Salvation Army presented infor-
mation on a variety of topics
related to employment skills §
and the courts. Participants
were given an opportunity to
practice their newly acquired
skills through mock interviews
and received tips from experts
on resume writing and the job
application process.

Serving on the steering committee, AOC staff assisted
in the planning and presentation of the first Sisters in
Success Conference on May 13, 2013 at Baylor
Women'’s Correctional Institution. Delaware’s First
Lady, Carla Markell, presented the keynote address for
the day-long conference which was led by the Honor-
able Jan R. Jurden, Delaware Superior Court Judge.
The conference brought together a team of profes-
sional women from the local community to offer a se-

Conference

First Lady Carla Markell speaking at Baylor Women'’s
Correctional Institution during the Sisters in Success

time.

Measuring Performance

Efforts continue to revamp and
implement performance meas-
{ ures and process improvement
in the Judicial Branch. The
AOC sponsored internal strate-
gic planning initiatives in FY
2013 which focused on finding
ways to better assess its per-
formance and existing proc-
esses and programming. Mov-
ing forward, ongoing process
improvement and enhanced
performance measures  will
serve as the underpinning of
many of the Courts’ planned initiatives, including technol-
ogy enhancement projects, grant requests, access to jus-
tice initiatives and Judicial Branch training.

Training

The AOC aggressively expanded its judicial staff training
program in 2013. Existing programming was updated
and additional classes on a humber of new subject areas
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and new computer-based training were added to the
course catalog geared towards providing more effective
and accessible training to a broader audience of judicial
branch staff. Some examples include:

o C(Created New Employee Development Program with a
web-based component that includes added content
such as customer service and information on providing
legal information as opposed to legal advice;

e Sponsored Process Improvement Training for AOC and
court personnel;

e Expanded available training modalities including the
addition of computer-based training (CBT). Specific
examples include:

m Obtained Lynda.com licenses for court staff use.
The new tool allows court staff to access, either at
their desk or through newly created on-sight learn-
ing labs as their schedule permits, training on many
of the off-the-shelf software programs used by the
courts, such as Microsoft Outlook, Word or Excel.

m Developed new CBT on a variety of topics such as
the Employees’ Code of Conduct, Emergency Notifi-
cation, and Safety and Emergency Procedures for
the New Castle County Courthouse, Family Court
and Justice of the Peace Courts. Safety and Emer-
gency Procedures for the Kent and Sussex County
courthouses are currently under development and
will include training on the location of emergency
exits and an overview of the courts;

m Rolled out a new Lunchtime Learning Series. These
one hour training sessions are designed to accom-
modate busy schedules and heavy workloads. Past
topics include E-mail Etiquette, Time Management,
Legal Information vs. Legal Advice, and Organiza-
tional Tools;

m Launched new Supervisor Series designed for those
who either supervise others, or are on the path to
doing so. Series topics include developing your
employees, setting performance objectives, deliver-
ing feedback, conducting effective interviews and
coaching employees;

m Designed a new AOC staff learning and develop-
ment website that allows court employees to regis-
ter for courses, access computer-based training,
provide feedback or suggestions for future classes,
and obtain information regarding the New Em-
ployee Development program, the Judicial Admini-
stration Certificate program and statewide training
programs.

Information Technology

The Judicial Information Center (JIC) continues to work to
enhance its service-oriented approach for technology to

better meet the Courts’ needs. FY 2013 has been a period
of change and growth as JIC strives to meet the technol-
ogy needs of the Judicial Branch. JIC's focus during the
past year has remained on establishing a secure technol-
ogy foundation through stabilization of its technical and
human resources infrastructure and completion of small
projects as it builds that foundation. In addition to com-
pleting a number of outstanding technology projects, key
accomplishments in the last year included:

The addition of wireless capabilities to all main court-
houses statewide

Contexte Case Management system stabilization
Supreme Court Oral Arguments (Online Video)
Completion of critical infrastructure and process im-
provements including:

*  Documentation of current Enterprise and Business
Architecture and Information Technology (IT)
hardware inventories

*  Establishment of System Performance Metrics and
a monthly dashboard

*  Development of an IT Information Security Plan
Full overhaul of JIC COOP Plan

*  Development and implementation of Performance
Management Process/Cycle for JIC employees

JIC's five-year strategic plan concentrates on the following
key success factors: accomplishing system stability and
reliability; excellent customer service and support; docu-
mentation of existing and future architecture, inventories,
processes, policies and procedures; collaboration with
Courts and partner agencies and business process im-
provement; and accountability. Significant strides are be-
ing made in the following areas: implementing additional
critical systems stabilization and infrastructure improve-
ments (hardware and software), which is on target for
completion in the winter of 2014; improving response time
and effectiveness of responses to helpdesk inquiries and
better tracking capabilities for trouble calls; upgrading of
equipment and software; staffing critical managerial and
other positions; and enhancing staff skills.

Looking ahead to FY 2014, I anticipate that the AOC will
continue to experience change over the next year, with
the departure of long-term friends and staff members,
including Franny Haney, who retired from the AOC after
almost 29 years of service to the Judiciary, and the evolu-
tion which will occur with a new Chief Justice at the helm.
We look forward to the challenges and finding new ways
to enhance the support services that the AOC provides the
Courts.
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The Judiciary’s Legislative Core Team approach brings to-
gether representatives of all the state courts and the Admin-
istrative Office of the Courts to promote effective interaction

between the Judicial Branch and the General Assembly. The
LEGISLATION Legislative Core Team monitors and analyzes legislation

that impact on the Judiciary while serving as the Judicial
Branch’s main contact for legislative matters. The following
legislation affecting the Judicial Branch was passed during

FY 2013 by the 147" session of the General Assembly:

BILL NUMBER

DESCRIPTION

SB5

Second Leg of a Constitutional Amendment that permits a Justice of the
Peace Court Judge to be reappointed for an eight year term after completing
three successful terms of office.

SB 10

Second Leg of a Constitutional Amendment that adds United States Bank-
ruptcy Courts to the list of entities that may certify questions of law to the
Delaware Supreme Court.

SB 77

Designate upper level management positions in the Justice of the Peace
Court as exempt from classified services in the merit system for State of Dela-
ware employees.

SB 109

Removes social security numbers from child support orders and requires that
the Family Court collect, maintain and limit access to, social security numbers.

HB 17

Removes from the Delaware Code reference to Justice of the Peace Court
No. 5, which is no longer in operation after being consolidated into Court No.
6.

HB 18

Brings the designation of judges who act as the board of canvass for Kent and
Sussex counties into compliance with Article V, § 6 of the Delaware State
Constitution.

HB 24

Implements changes recommended by the Truancy Task Force by changing
provisions of the Delaware Code regarding compulsory attendance and when
a truancy case must be brought to the Truancy Court.

HB 57

Reinstates the 2010 amendments to section 1007, based upon the recom-
mendations of the Juvenile Justice Collaborative, that were critical in improv-
ing the process and conceptualization of secure juvenile detention in Dela-
ware.

HB 128

Updates statutory language to conform to modern practices of the Court of
Common Pleas.
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= | FISCAL OVERVIEW

SUMMARY OF JUDICIAL BUDGETS - FISCAL YEARS 2012-2014

GENERAL FUNDS - State Judicial Agencies and Bodies

TOTAL

$ 91,343,200

$ 91,030,800

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014

Enacted Budget Enacted Budget Enacted Budget
Supreme Court $ 3,239,400 $ 3,296,800 $ 3,411,100
Court of Chancery 3,122,500 3,081,700 3,164,500
Superior Court 22,323,300 23,431,500 24,791,600
Family Court 19,725,300 20,052,800 20,581,200
Court of Common Pleas 9,433,600 9,725,100 9,947,900
Justice of the Peace Court 17,413,800 17,682,500 18,125,900
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) 3,449,100 3,612,100 3,668,700
AOC Custodial Pass Through Funds* 5,655,200 3,043,700 3,043,700
Office of State Court Collections Enforcement 533,600 541,000 553,400
Information Technology 3,617,800 3,662,600 3,730,700
Law Libraries 461,300 463,600 467,600
Office of the Public Guardian 512,400 537,600 637,400
Child Placement Review Board 514,600 521,300 532,000
Office of the Child Advocate 867,500 898,200 917,600
Child Death, Near Death, and Stillbirth Com-
mission 414,800 420,500 429,600
DE Nursing Home Residents Quality Assur-
ance Commission 59,000 59,800 61,000

$ 94,063,900

* These programs are included in AOC funding but are shown separately because they are pass through funds. They include the Court Appointed
Attorney Programs, Interpreters, Victim Offender Mediation Program, Elder Law Program, and other similar funds.

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

COURT GENERATED REVENUE* - FISCAL YEAR 2013

SUBMITTED TO THE STATE GENERAL FUND
Fees & Costs Fines Interest Miscellaneous Total
Supreme Court $ 94,400 $ - 3 - $ - $ 94,400
Court of Chancery 8,700 - 200 1,457,600 1,466,500
Superior Court 2,783,600 275,400 1,000 249,000 3,309,000
Family Court 323,100 26,300 - 12,400 361,800
Court of Common Pleas 2,752,800 288,600 - 92,900 3,134,300
Justice of the Peace Court 2,695,400 2,258,400 - 4,000 4,957,800
OSCCE - DOC Fees** 633,400 - - - 633,400

$ 9291400 $ 2,848,400 $ 1,200 $ 1,815,900 $ 13,957,200

SUBMITTED TO COUNTIES AND MUNICIPALITIES

Fees & Costs Fines Interest Miscellaneous Total
Superior Court $ 122,000 $ 42,100 $ - $ - 164,100
Court of Common Pleas 1,300 454,800 - - 456,100
Justice of the Peace Court - 3,290,500 - - 3,290,500

Counties and Municipalities $

123,300 $ 3,787,400 $ 3,910,700
Total

GRAND TOTAL $ 9,414,700 $ 6,636,100 $ 1,200 $ 1815900 $ 17,867,900

* Figures represent only revenue actually received, not the total amount of fines and costs assessed.

** OSCCE collected supervision fees on behalf of the Department of Correction (DOC).

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

COURT GENERATED REVENUE - FISCAL YEAR 2013

RESTITUTION - FISCAL YEAR 2013

Assessed Collected Disbursed*
Superior Court $ 8,058,600 $ 2,195,200 $ 2,206,800
Family Court 78,900 211,000 211,500
Court of Common Pleas 746,500 674,000 642,400
Justice of the Peace Court 34,500 56,800 30,300
Office of State Court Collections i 64,100 41,500
Enforcement**

RESTITUTION TOTAL 8,918,500 $ 3,201,100 $ 3,132,500
N
ASSESSMENTS AND COLLECTIONS FOR THE TRANSPORTATION TRUST FUND

Assessed Collected
Superior Court $ 330,700 $ 116,500
Family Court 7,500 4,400
Court of Common Pleas 685,600 393,600
Justice of the Peace Court 3,203,400 2,675,600
RANSTOR IATION I 4 0C $ 90,100
D TOTA
0 0 B 0 0 A DUR 0 0 DR
ON BEHALF OF COURTS AND AGENCIES***
Total
Superior Court $ 2,803,200
Family Court 64,100
Justice of the Peace Court 118,500
Department of Correction 633,400

OSCCE - TOTAL COLLECTIONS $ 3,619,200

*The amount disbursed is greater than the amount collected for Superior Court and Family Court because some funds collected in FY 2012
were disbursed in FY 2013.

**The figures shown in this table for the Office of State Court Collections Enforcement (OSCCE) reflect restitution only for cases that have
been closed by Family Court. OSCCE also collects restitution on current cases for Superior Court and the Justice of the Peace Court.
Amounts collected by OSCCE on behalf of those courts are included in the restitution figures for those courts.

***In FY 2013, OSCCE collections included amounts submitted to the general fund, amounts submitted to non-general fund recipients,

and restitution. Amounts collected by OSCCE on behalf of all courts, except Family Court, are also included in general fund and restitution
figures for those courts.

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

GENERAL FUND APPROPRIATIONS - FISCAL YEAR 2013

Public Education $1,168,662,800 32.58%
Health and Social Services 1,047,299,500 29.20%
Correction 262,262,500 7.31%
Higher Education 216,492,700 6.04%
Children, Youth and Their Families 139,966,200 3.90%
Safety and Homeland Security 136,535,400 3.81%
Judicial Branch 91,030,800 2.54%
All Other 524,502,500 4.62%
TOTAL $3,586,752,400 100%

JUDICIALAPPROPRIATIONS* - FISCAL YEAR 2013

Other**
$2,437,400- 2.69% Supreme Court
$3,296,800- 3.62%

Law Libraries

Judicial Information Ctr __$463,600- 0.51%

$3,662,600 - 4.02%

Off. of St. Ct. Coll.
$541,000 - 0.59% Court of Chancery

$3,081,700- 3.39%

AOCPass Thru Funds
$3,043,700 - 3.34%

Superior Court

AOC $23,431,500 - 25.74%

$3,612,100- 3.97%

Justice of the Peace Court
$17,682,500- 19.42%

Court of Common Pleas
$9,725,100- 10.68% Family Court

$20,052,800 - 22.03%

* General Fund Appropriations.
**Other: Office of the Public Guardian; Child Placement Review Board; Office of the Child Advocate; Child Death, Near Death & Stillbirth

Commission; and Delaware Nursing Home Residents Quality Assurance Commission.

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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INTRODUCTION TO THE
DELAWARE COURT SYSTEM

The Delaware Judicial Branch consists of the Supreme
Court, the Court of Chancery, the Superior Court, the
Family Court, the Court of Common Pleas, the Justice of
the Peace Court, the Administrative Office of the Courts,
and related judicial agencies.

In terms of interrelationships among the courts, the Dela-
ware court system is similar to a pyramid. The Justice of
the Peace Court represents the base of the pyramid and
the Supreme Court the apex of the pyramid. As a litigant
goes upward through the court system pyramid, the legal
issues generally become more complex and thus, more
costly to litigate. For this reason, cases decided as close
as possible to the entry level of the court system generally
result in cost savings in resources used to handle the mat-
ters and in speedier resolution of the issues at hand.

The Justice of the Peace Court, the initial entry level into
the court system for most citizens, has jurisdiction over
civil cases in which the disputed amount does not exceed
$15,000. In criminal cases, the Justice of the Peace Court
hears certain misdemeanors and most motor vehicle cases
(excluding felonies) and the Justices of the Peace may act
as committing magistrates for all crimes. Appeals from the
Justice of the Peace Court may be taken to the Court of
Common Pleas.

The Court of Common Pleas has jurisdiction in civil cases
where the amount in controversy, exclusive of interest,
does not exceed $50,000. In criminal cases, the Court of
Common Pleas has jurisdiction over all misdemeanors ex-
cept certain drug-related offenses. It also handles motor
vehicle offenses (excluding felonies). In addition, the
Court is responsible for preliminary hearings in felony
cases. Appeals may be taken to the Superior Court.

The Family Court has exclusive jurisdiction over virtually
all family and juvenile matters. All civil appeals, including
those relating to juvenile delinquency, go directly to the
Supreme Court while criminal cases are appealed to the
Superior Court.

The Superior Court, Delaware’s court of general jurisdic-
tion, has original jurisdiction over criminal and civil cases
except equity cases. The Court has exclusive jurisdiction

over felonies and almost all drug offenses. In civil mat-
ters, the Court’s authority to award damages is not sub-
ject to a monetary maximum. The Superior Court also
serves as an intermediate appellate court by hearing ap-
peals on the record from the Court of Common Pleas, the
Family Court (in criminal cases), and various state agen-
cies, boards and commissions. Appeals from the Superior
Court may be taken on the record to the Supreme Court.

The Court of Chancery has jurisdiction to hear all matters
relating to equity. The litigation in this tribunal deals
largely with corporate issues, trusts, estates, other fiduci-
ary matters, disputes involving the purchase of land, and
questions of title to real estate, as well as commercial and
contractual matters. The Court of Chancery has a national
reputation in the business community and is responsible
for developing case law in Delaware on corporate matters.
Appeals from the Court of Chancery may be taken on the
record to the Supreme Court.

The Supreme Court receives direct appeals from the Court
of Chancery, the Superior Court, and the Family Court. As
administrative head of the courts, the Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court, in consultation with the other justices,
sets administrative policy for the court system.

The Administrative Office of the Courts, including the Judi-
cial Information Center and the Office of the State Court
Collections Enforcement, provides services to the Dela-
ware Judiciary that are consistent with the statewide poli-
cies and goals for judicial administration and support op-
erations established by the Supreme Court.

Other state agencies associated with the Delaware Judicial
Branch include: Child Placement Review Board; Law Li-
braries; Office of the Public Guardian; Office of the Child
Advocate; Child Death, Near Death, and Still Birth Com-
mission, and the Nursing Home Residents Quality Assur-
ance Commission.
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THE DELAWARE COURT SYSTEM

Supreme Court

«Court of last resort.

eFinal appellate jurisdiction for criminal cases in which the sentence exceeds certain minimums, and in civil cases as to final judg-
ments, certain orders of the Court of Chancery, the Superior Court, and the Family Court and court designated boards.

elssuer of certain writs.

eJurisdiction over questions of law certified to the Supreme Court by other Delaware Courts, U.S. Supreme Court, a U.S. Court of
Appeals, a U.S. District Court, a U.S. Bankruptcy Court, U.S. Securities & Exchange Commission, or the highest appellate court of
any state.

Court of Chancery

eEquity court.
eHear/determine all matters and causes in equity (typically corporate, trust, fiduciary matters, land sale, real estate, and commercial/
contractual matters.

Superior Court

sLaw court.

*Original statewide jurisdiction over criminal and civil cases (except equity cases).

sExclusive jurisdiction over felonies and drug offenses (except marijuana possession and most felonies/drugs involving minors).
elnvoluntary commitments to Delaware Psychiatric Center.

eIntermediate appellate court from the Court of Common Pleas, Family Court (adult criminal), and various state agencies, boards
and commissions.

Family Court

eExtensive legal and equitable jurisdiction over all domestic relation matters, including divorce, custody, guardianships, adoptions,
visitation, child and spousal support, and property division.

eJurisdiction over intrafamily misdemeanors, misdemeanor crimes against children, and civil domestic violence protective orders.

eJurisdiction over all juvenile offenses except certain serious offenses.

Court of Common Pleas

eStatewide jurisdiction in civil actions that do not exceed $50,000.

#All criminal misdemeanors (except certain drug-related offenses) and motor vehicle offenses (except felonies).
eResponsible for preliminary hearings.

eAppeals from the Justice of the peace Court, Alderman’s Courts, and the Division of Motor Vehicles

Justice of the Peace Court

«Statewide jurisdiction over civil cases that do not exceed $15,000.

eJurisdiction over certain misdemeanors and most motor vehicle cases (except felonies).
eMay act as committing magistrate for all crimes.

eJurisdiction over landlord/tenant (possession) disputes.

Alderman’s Courts

Alderman’s Courts
#Courts of limited jurisdiction.
eMinor misdemeanors, traffic parking, and minor civil matters occurring within town limits (specific jurisdiction varies with town char-
ter, as approved by the General Assembly.
eAlderman’s Courts are not part of the Delaware Court system. They are independent entities within their respective municipalities.
However, cases may be transferred or appealed to a State court.
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SUPREME COURT

In Fiscal Year 2013, the Delaware Supreme Court re-
ceived 661 appeals and disposed of 712 appeals by opin-
ion, order or dismissal. On average, the appeals were de-
cided 28.6 days from the date of submission to the date
of final decision. In 98.3% of the appeals decided in FY
2013, the Court met the standard of the Delaware Judici-
ary for deciding cases within 90 days of the date of sub-
mission for decision. Based on the American Bar Associa-
tion’s Standards Relating to Appellate Courts, the Court
set a performance measure for the disposition of 75% of
all cases within 290 days of the date of the filing of the
notice of appeal. The Court exceeded this objective by
disposing of 87.8% of all cases within the 290 days time-
frame. The Court set another performance measure for
the disposition of 95% of all cases within one year of the
date of the filing of the notice of appeal. The Court dis-
posed of 92.8% of all cases within this one year time-
frame.

Supreme Court Chief Justice Myron T. Steele retired on
November 30, 2013 after serving 25 years on the Dela-
ware bench. Appointed Chief Justice in 2004, he joined
the Supreme Court as a Justice in 2000 and previously
served on both the Superior Court and the Court of Chan-
cery. Most recently, the Chief Justice completed a term as

NUMBER OF SUPREME COURT FILINGS
BY TYPE FY 2013

Boards*
15 Other **
Original / ‘ 4
Applications
17
—— Criminal
Civil Appea|5
Appeals 300 325

*Includes Board on Professional Responsibility, Board of Bar
Examiners, and Board on the Unauthorized Practice of Law.
**|ncludes two certifications and two other.

NUMBER OF SUPREME COURT FILINGS
BY COURT OF ORIGINATION FY 2013

Non-Court Chancery
Originated Court
36 62
Family
Court
66
Superior
Court
497

President of the Conference of Chief Justices and Chair-
man of the Board of Directors for the National Center for
State Courts in August 2013. His legal career has spanned
more than four decades, including eighteen years in pri-
vate litigation practice prior to taking the bench.

By Order dated July 1, 2013, the Court established the
Commission on Law and Technology and adopted the
Rules of the Commission on Law and Technology — both
effective as of September 15, 2013. The mission of the
Commission is to provide Delaware lawyers with sufficient
guidance and education in the aspects of technology and
the practice of law, so as to facilitate compliance with the
recently updated Delaware Lawyers’ Rules of Professional
Conduct. The Delaware Lawyers’ Rules of Professional
Conduct were amended in January of 2013 to specifically
focus on the need for lawyers to understand and maintain
a level of competence in advancements in technology.
This change followed the American Bar Association’s
amendments to its Rules in August of 2012. The Commis-
sion will be co-chaired by Richard K. Herrmann, Esquire, a
partner in the law firm of Morris James LLP and Kevin F.
Brady, Esquire, a partner in the firm of Eckert Seamans
Cherin & Mellott, LLC. Justice Henry duPont Ridgely is the
Court’s Liasion Justice to this new Arm of Court.

Continued on next page
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SUPREME COURT

SUPREME COURT FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY FISCAL YEAR
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The Supreme Court recently updated its website to pro-
vide additional content to the public. With assistance from
Administrative Office of the Courts staff, video recordings
of oral arguments and related Supreme Court briefs and
opinions are available online, free of charge, through the
Supreme Court’s website. The video recordings date back
to October 9, 2013 and future videos may be viewed one
to two days after the argument date. Audio recordings of
Supreme Court arguments have been accessible on the
website since 2004. Future website enhancements include
possible plans to live stream arguments and other up-
grades which would make information available closer to
real time. Only recordings of non-confidential cases are
available on this web page. On-demand video or audio of
oral arguments may be accessed on the website for one
year from the date of the argument.

Under Administrative Directive No. 182 dated August 1,
2013, the Chief Justice established courthouse security
committees including a statewide court security commit-
tee. It is the responsibility of the courthouse security com-
mittees to oversee court policies applying to individual
court buildings to address court security and safety issues
in that courthouse, including emergency preparedness,
disaster recovery/continuity of operations plans, security
classifications for personnel and card access, and evacua-

tion planning. Security-related polices developed by indi-
vidual courthouse security committees shall be reviewed
by the statewide court security committee with the pur-
pose of enhancing statewide consistency of security poli-
cies, although individual court needs should be consid-
ered, where appropriate. The courthouse security commit-
tee policies, along with the recommendations of the state-
wide court security committee, shall be referred to the
Chief Justice for review.

During the past fiscal year, 4,049 Delaware lawyers filed
Annual Registration Statements with the Court pursuant to
Supreme Court Rule 69. The Court implemented an elec-
tronic system for Delaware lawyers to file their Annual
Registration Statements, Certificates of Compliance and
Pro Hac Vice Renewals. The Court continues to grant Dela-
ware Certificates of Limited Practice to in-house counsel
pursuant to Rule 55.1 and Delaware Certificates of Limited
Practice as a Foreign Legal Consultant pursuant to Rule
55.2.
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SUPREME COURT

SUPREME COURT FY 2013 AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS
FROM FILING TO DISPOSITION BY CASE TYPE
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Supreme Court Justices:

Front Row (sitting left to right) Back Row (standing left to right)
Justice Randy ]. Holland Justice Henry duPont Ridgely
Chief Justice Myron T. Steele Justice Jack B. Jacobs

Justice Carolyn Berger
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COURT OF
CHANCERY

The primary goal of the Court of Chan-
cery has been to continue to deliver
timely, cost-effective justice in the face
of demanding caseloads, the enormous
growth in the evidentiary records of
many cases due to technology that
generates huge amounts of discover-
able evidence, and limited state budget
growth.

During the past year, the Court has
remained true to that focus. Continu-
ing its commitment to use electronic
filing to reduce the cost of storing pa-
per records and allow the court and its
litigants to process cases more effi-
ciently, the Court is within sight of
achieving its longstanding goal of hav-
ing all Court of Chancery filings e-filed.
The major remaining part of the
Court’s caseload that had not been e-filed were cases
emanating from estate matters filed with the County Reg-
isters of Wills. With leadership from and cooperation by
the three County Registers of Wills, estate matters will
soon all be filed electronically. New Castle County began
electronic filing on December 1, 2012, Kent County will
commence e-filing in October 2013, and Sussex County is
scheduled to finalize the statewide implementation by
March 2014. When that process is completed, virtually all
cases in Chancery will be e-filed, providing consistency
and efficiency for practitioners, reducing storage costs
and pressures to add staff, and limiting the fiscal impact
of an aging population and a resulting growth in the num-
ber of estate cases on the Court and the Register of Wills
offices. To complete the goal of having all cases e-filed,
the Court will require all trusts under wills cases to be
filed electronically no later than the first quarter of 2015.

Likewise, the Court has continued to take important steps
this past year to truly make the Register in Chancery a
cohesive statewide unit that helps the court adjudicate
cases in a timely way that meets the needs of our diverse

Chancellor Leo E. Strine, Jr.

litigants. The statewide standards for
case management that were put in
place have resulted in more timely proc-
essing of cases and a reduction in pend-
ing cases, especially older ones. Con-
sistent with the objective of making
sure that all cases are diligently proc-
essed, a special effort is underway to
address a backlog in the Court’s guardi-
anship docket that had built up over
past decades. This backlog primarily
consisted of guardianships of minors’
property and involved relatively modest
sums where the guardians had not
timely filed proof of compliance with
their obligation to account for the
proper use of the wards’ funds. This
effort is designed to ensure that these
guardians of the property met their obli-
gations to the beneficiary or are held
accountable for failing to do so, and, as important, in-
volves a forward-looking initiative to develop a method to
handle smaller guardianships in the future that better bal-
ances the need to protect beneficiaries while not running
up administrative costs for guardians and wards dispro-
portionate to what is at stake. The guardianship and

NUMBER OF COURT OF CHANCERY
FILINGS BY TYPE FY 2013

Miscellaneous Civil

615

Estate
2,476
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COURT OF CHANCERY

COURT OF CHANCERY FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY FISCAL YEAR
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trusts and estates subcommittee of our Rules Committee
and our colleagues on Superior Court are providing critical
help toward the latter goal. By the end of calendar year
2013, the historical backlog is targeted to be eliminated
and all guardianships brought current. By that same
time, we hope to have proposals to handle future guardi-
anship cases in a manner that is more beneficial for the
families involved and for state taxpayers.

With the same end in mind of ensuring appropriate fiduci-
ary protection at an efficient level of cost, the Court of
Chancery is working with the Registers of Wills of the
Counties to help them address similar backlog issues in-
volving situations where estates have not been timely
administered. By implementing e-filing, the Registers of
Wills will have better tools to address their workload and
ensure that estates are administered properly.

In concert with our Rules Committee, the Court has also
developed useful guidance for litigants practicing in the
Court. That guidance is designed to help practitioners
litigate cases more cost-effectively and to focus more on
the merits, and less on costly, procedural jousting. In
2013, that guidance was supplemented to address the
area of practice that most vexes practitioners — discovery.
The guidance covers troublesome issues like the obliga-
tions of Delaware counsel in the discovery process, the

preparation of privilege logs, and how to better match the
scope (and thus cost) of discovery to what is at stake in-
the litigation is available. The guidance reflects hundreds
of hours of thoughtful consideration by experienced Chan-
cery practitioners and we hope, as a result, that it will
help our bar address these difficult topics with less stress
and contentiousness.

With further help from the Rules Committee, the Court
also adopted important revisions to the rule of procedure
governing what documents can be filed under seal, a rule
that had not been amended since its adoption over a gen-
eration ago. These revisions address the problematic in-
crease in filings under seal that has occurred during the
lengthy period since the rule was originally adopted by
more specifically identifying the types of sensitive infor-
mation that may be legitimately filed under seal and mak-
ing clear that redactions of information from the public
record must be justified as an exception to the general
rule of public access.

The goal of all these efforts is to ensure that the Court of
Chancery and its bar continue the tradition of resolving
the important cases within the Court’s jurisdiction in a
timely and effective way.
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Court of Chancery :

Front row (sitting left to right) Back row (standing left to right)
Vice Chancellor John W. Noble Vice Chancellor J. Travis Laster
Chancellor Leo E. Strine, Jr. Vice Chancellor Sam Glasscock, 111

Vice Chancellor Donald F. Parsons, Jr.

2013 Annual Report of the Delaware Judiciary




SUPERIOR
COURT

This fiscal year, the Superior Court Bench
in New Castle County (NCC) underwent a
transition period never seen before. In
December, 2012, a chain of events was
triggered which did not end until June,
2013. On November 2, 2012, Judge Jo-
seph R. Slights, Jr., completed his term
and retired to private practice. Judge
Peggy L. Ableman completed her term
on October 31, 2012, and retired from
the Superior Court bench.

The two NCC judicial vacancies were
filled in December. Judge Charles E.
Butler, former Chief Deputy Attorney
General, took the oath of office on De-
cember 7, 2012. Judge Eric M. Davis,
former Court of Common Pleas judge,
took the oath of office on December 21,
2012.

Two additional NCC judges’ positions were added to the
Superior Court bench this fiscal year. Judge Paul R. Wal-
lace, former Chief of Appeals for the Department of Jus-
tice, began work on January 25, 2013. Judge Vivian L.
Rapposelli, who previously held the office of Cabinet Sec-
retary for Delaware Children’s Department, came on
board February 5, 2013.

NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT
FILINGS
13

President Judge
James T. Vaughn, Jr.

Then, on May 18, 2013, Judge Jerome O.
Herlihy retired from the NCC bench after
24 years. However, pursuant to a spe-
cial part-time judicial appointment, Judge
Herlihy continues his work with Superior
Court’s New Castle County Drug Court.
Superior Court welcomed Judge Andrea
L. Rocanelli, former judge with the Court
of Common Pleas, as one of ours, on
June 5, 2013.

Meanwhile, in Kent County, another kind
of transition was taking place. The
newly renovated Kent County Court-
house opened for business this past
June. The renovation began in May of
2011. This old courthouse, which first
opened in 1874, is now a show place—
hardly recognizable from its pre-
renovation state. Courtroom No.1, the stately historic
courtroom, is now open to the public. Tours of the court-
room are being offered by the First State Heritage Park,
as part of its monthly First Saturday program.

Superior Court’s workload, both civil and criminal, contin-
ues at a steady pace. Statewide, there were 11,726 civil
case filings. Civil dispositions statewide were 11,619, and
pending civil cases came in at 9,020. Criminal statewide
case filings nhumbered 8,671. Dispositions came to 7,908,
statewide and the pending cases were 2,038 for the state.
The total of these filings added up to 20,397 new cases in
Superior Court for FY13. Potential Murder First Degree
trials numbered 52 this year, statewide. Our Violations of
Probation (VOP) cases, statewide, numbered 5,520 filed,
4,540 disposed, and 1,254 pending.

Jurors are summoned by this Court for service in Superior
Court Criminal and Civil trials in all three counties, for the
Court of Common Pleas Civil Trials, and the Justice of the
Peace Court for Landlord-Tenant trials. For Fiscal Year
13, there were 96,255 citizens who appeared in all three
counties for jury duty, and 31,156 served in all three

counties. Continued on next page
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NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT

CRIMINAL FILINGS BY TYPE FY 2013
Rule 9

Wa rra nt/

Information
2,694

Other*

Indictment
5,494

*Includes appeals, transfers, reinstatements

Those civic-minded citizens who appear at each county’s
courthouse for jury service help the courts dispose of
cases, whether they serve on a trial or not. Many criminal
trials have been disposed before trial because there were
judges, jurors, and courtrooms available for jury selection.
It is the same for civil trials. Trials are expensive and can
consume a lot of people’s time and energy. When cases
settle because a jury is waiting to be selected, it's a win/
win situation as the Court has disposed a case and has
also saved money for the citizens of this state.

Along with the cases on our trial calendars, our Problem
Solving Courts are helping dispose of cases in all three
counties. More importantly, they are helping people in
ways that were not available in the past. In 1997, Supe-
rior Court’s Drug Court became the first statewide Drug
Court in the nation. This year, the statewide Superior
Court Diversion Drug Court had 461 entries, and 257 of
those graduated successfully.

NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL
DISPOSITIONS BY METHOD FY 2013

Consolidation
FOP*/Drug..
Dismissal
Remand/Trans...
Nolle Prosequi
Guilty Plea**
Trial

5,642

0 2,000 6,000

*First Offender Program.
**Includes Probation Before Judgment.

4,000

New Castle County’s Reentry Court targets repeat of-
fenders who have been incarcerated at least one year and
have a community service obligation as a condition of
their release. Judge Charles H. Toliver IV presides over
the New Castle Reentry Court. At the end of FY13, there
were 27 successful graduates, and 10 participants were
discharged from the program as Unimproved. The re-
maining defendants in the NCC program are currently
awaiting a violation of probation hearing, are actively at-
tending ReEntry court status conferences, and/or awaiting
their probation sentence to begin in order to attend the
regular status conferences.

Instituted in 2008, Superior Court's Mental Health
Court (MHC) resides in New Castle, Kent, and Sussex
Counties. This collaborative mental health court project is
designed to identify persons involved in the criminal jus-
tice system as a result of serious mental health issues. It
provides them with intensive services and support to
guide them to recovery and self sufficiency as an alterna-
tive to repeated incarceration for violations of probation
or commission of new offenses. Judge Jan R. Jurden pre-
sides over the New Castle MHC, Judge Robert B. Young
presides in Kent County, and Resident Judge T. Henley
Graves presides in Sussex County.

The MHC recently received a grant from the Office on
Violence Against Women. The funding from this grant will
be used to educate Superior Court defendants who are
victims of domestic violence. Also included in the grant
are defendants in the Court of Common Pleas Trauma
Informed Court who are victims of domestic violence.
Statewide for Superior Court this year, there were 80 en-
tries, 33 graduations, 6 terminations, 23 VOP’s and 3 neu-
tral discharges.

The Veterans Treatment Court (VTC) was initiated by
Judge William L. Witham, Jr., as a pilot project in Kent
County in February, 2011. Since that time, Resident Judge
L. Witham, a former member of the armed services, has
presided over this Court. Sussex County Veterans are re-
ferred to Kent County. New Castle County’s VTC began on
January 2, 2013. Judge Jan R. Jurden, also a former
member of the armed services, presides over this Court.
The program is designed to assist justice-involved veter-
ans with mental health and substance abuse issues to
obtain necessary services and reduce recidivism. State-
wide VTC numbers for FY 13 are 59 entries, 15 graduates,
1 termination.
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SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL & CRIMINAL FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY FISCAL
YEAR
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Programs to assist disposition of Civil cases are also avail-
able to our constituents. This year, through our Resi-
dential Mortgage Foreclosure Mediation program,
1,285 mediations were conducted. The ongoing Project
Rightful Owner held 36 hearings this year, processed
23 orders, and disbursed $443,624.59. The total monies
disbursed since the beginning of this project is
$5,709,895.38. The Court’'s NCC Complex Commercial
Litigation Division (CCLD) also assists in disposing
cases. Here, cases must include either a claim asserted
by any party (direct or declaratory judgment) with an
amount in controversy of $1 million or more (designated
in the pleadings for either jury or non-jury trials), or cases
that involve an exclusive choice of court agreement, or a
judgment resulting from an exclusive choice of court
agreement, or is so designated by the President Judge to
qualify for assignment to the CCLD. When a case quali-
fies, it will then be assigned to one of four CCLD judges.

As part of a judiciary-wide initiative for Living Disaster
Recovery Planning/Continuity of Operations Plan-
ning, the Superior Court Web Master, Margaret Derrick-
son, is focusing on getting the Notifind system ready for
action when we need it. Notifind is a Web-based emer-
gency notification system that the judiciary will use to
provide timely information and instructions to all employ-
ees during emergencies or urgent situations. It will also
be used to announce weather-related closings. New Cas-
tle County will be the pilot the Notifind system for Supe-
rior Court.

During FY13, Superior Court’s Website provided 644
judicial orders and opinions to the legal community and to
the public. Our Listserv information service added 442

new members, for a 16% increase from last year. Nine-
teen separate Listservs are maintained on the website,
with a membership of 3,196. The ICourt Clerk Internet
initiative is provided for those who use Internet communi-
cations as their primary communication tool, and who
cannot find the information they need through online
searches. This year over 825 non-iCourtClerk queries
were answered-- a 21% increase from last year. These
queries are in regard to jury service forms, fees, records,
procedures, Alternative Dispute Resolution, orders, and
opinions, as well as other requests.

Another eFiling first occurred in FY13 for Kent County
Superior Court. On Junel9, 2013, the Kent County Sher-
iff's Office became the first in the nation to electronically
file its sheriff's returns via File & ServeXpress batch filing.
The process enables the office to quickly and efficiently
load multiple returns in multiple cases. The process will
save time and resources for both the office and the Kent
County Superior Court. File & Serve users can now view,

NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL
FILINGS BY TYPE FY 2013
|
Miscellaneous 3,228
Involuntary Commitments 1,634
Appeals 242
Mechanic's Liens & Mortgages ‘ 2,090
Complaints | I 4,532
0 2,000 4,000 6,000

Continued on next page
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print, or download their returns for Kent County Superior
Court cases free of charge.

NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL

Superior Court has grown this year, not only in number, COMPLAINT DISPOSITIONS BY METHOD FY
but also in technology, and in workload. Our thanks go to Y I
the Delaware Legislature, and Governor Markell, for ap- Other & 1,210

proving our two new judgeships, and also for the fine
judges appointed to fill the retirement vacancies. Our vi-
sion is to be the best Superior Court, with the best service. | Voluntary Dismissal  ————
I think that we are trying our best to be just that. This i 2,719
vision may be justified as, again this year, the Delaware -
Judiciary was ranked number one overall in the Harris In- Default Judgment = 184
teractive Inc.'s State Liability Systems Ranking Study. The g
Superior Court, specifically, was recognized by general
counsel and senior litigators as doing the best job of
"having a litigation environment perceived to be a fair and . . . .
reasonable litigation environment." This honor goes to all 0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000
our dedicated employees, whose pride in their work makes
this Court what it is—Superior.

Trial 274

Front row (sitting left to right)

Judge Charles H. Toliver, IV

Judge Jerome O. Herlihy (retired July 18,2013)
President Judge James T. Vaughn, Jr.

Judge T. Henley Graves (SC Resident Judge)
Judge Richard R. Cooch (NCC Resident Judge)

Second row (standing left to right)

Judge Mary M. Johnston

Judge Jan R. Jurden

Judge Richard F. Stokes

Judge William C. Carpenter, Jr.

Judge Fred S. Silverman

Judge William L. Witham, Jr. (KC Resident Judge)
Judge E. Scott Bradley

Judge Calvin L. Scott, Jr.

Back row (standing left to right)
Judge Vivian Rapposelli

Judge Eric M. Davis

Judge Diane Clarke Streett

Judge M. Jane Brady

Judge Robert B. Young

Judge John A. Parkins, Jr.

Judge Charles E. Butler

Judge Paul R. Wallace

Not Pictured: Judge Andrea L. Rocanelli

Standing (left to right)
Commissioner Michael P. Reynolds
Commissioner Alicia B. Howard
Commissioner Mark S. Vavala
Commissioner Andrea Maybee Freud
Commissioner Lynne M. Parker
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Family Court remains committed to its
goal of providing equal access to justice
for the families and children under its
jurisdiction in a manner that is fair and
efficient and that maintains the public’s
trust and confidence in an independent
and accountable judiciary.

The impact of the work of the Family
Court to Delaware’s residents is signifi- |
cant. Last Fiscal Year, Family Court’s
civil filings came from approximately
29,538 Delaware families. Family Court
received more than 46,000 civil filings,
more than 5,500 juvenile delinquency
filings, and over 4,300 criminal filings.
During this same period, the court dis-
posed of more than 50,000 civil matters,
more than 6,000 juvenile delinquency
cases, and over 4,300 criminal matters.

Approximately one third of Family Court’s civil cases were
scheduled for mediation hearings facilitated by court em-
ployed mediators. The mediation process recognizes the
importance of empowering individuals to make decisions
regarding their families in a non-adversarial setting. In
FY13, 13,800 matters were scheduled for mediation
statewide.

In the delinquency area, Family Court offers arbitration
for eligible first time juvenile offenders. Arbitration al-
lows eligible juveniles that accept responsibility for their
conduct and who comply with specific conditions, to have
their charges dismissed.

Family Court continues to preside over several specialty
courts designed to meet the special needs of the popula-
tions they serve. These specialty courts include, Gun
Court, Juvenile Drug Court, and Mental Health Diversion
Court.

Chief Judge
Chandlee Johnson Kuhn

The Court Appointed Special Advocate
program continued its efforts in Fiscal
Year 2013 to recruit, train, and assign
volunteers to represent the best interests
of children in the child welfare system
under the direction of its new statewide
director, Gwen Stubbulo, a former CASA
Coordinator.

Family Court continues to increase the
resources available to its self-
represented population both on its web-
site and in its Resource Centers. These
resources help ensure that the services
of Family Court are accessible and fair
for all of Delaware’s residents.

This year, the Family Court focused sig-
nificant effort to enhancing security in its
facilities to ensure that justice is served
in a safe environment. To that end, in
November 2012, Family Court asked that the United
States Marshal Service for the District of Delaware com-
plete a security audit for the court’s facilities in Kent

NUMBER OF FAMILY COURT FILINGS
BY TYPE FY 2013
Support
Custody & (New non-
Visitation\ support,
4,648 Arrears,
Protection Modications)
from Abuse 17,283
3,964 Adult
Other* Criminal
10,966 4,331
Divorces & \Juvenile
Annulments .
3 650 Delinquency
’ 5,522
*Includes civil contempts, adoption, termination of parental rights &
miscellaneous.
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FAMILY COURT CIVIL & CRIMINAL FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS
BY FISCAL YEAR
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County and in Sussex County. A survey of Family Court’s
facilities in the New Castle County Courthouse was com-
pleted in 2011. As a result of the Marshal Service’s re-
ports, Family Court identified its security needs.

In partnership with the Administrative Office of the
Courts, the Division of Facilities Management, and Capitol
Police, Family Court began to implement the recommen-
dations of the U.S. Marshal’s reports. These efforts in-
clude increased Capitol Police presence in the Family
Court buildings, security training and resources for Family
Court staff, and physical security enhancements to the
facilities.

During Fiscal Year 2013, more than 99,660 people came
into the Family Court in Sussex County. In Kent County’s
Family Court building, more than 76,890 people entered.
The security projects that Family Court has begun to un-
dertake will ensure that Delaware’s residents, Family
Court staff and its Judges and Commissioners are as safe
as possible in its current facilities.

Fiscal Year 2013 brought many new faces to Family
Court’s bench and administration.

In January, Family Court welcomed a new Judge and two
new Commissioners to its bench. The Honorable Paula T.
Ryan joined Family Court as a Judge for Sussex County.
The Honorable James J. Maxwell and the Honorable
Dawn M. Williams joined Family Court as Commissioners
serving in New Castle County. All three were confirmed
unanimously by the 147" General Assembly during a
Special Session in December 2012. While new to Family
Court’s bench, both Judge Ryan and Commissioners Max-

well and Williams were not strangers to the court. Judge
Ryan and Commissioner Maxwell came from Delaware’s
Department of Justice, where both tried cases in Family
Court. Commissioner Williams served as the Supervising
Attorney for the Family Court Unit in the Office of the
Public Defender.

Family Court’s Administrator, Guy Sapp, retired on Octo-
ber 31, 2012, ending a distinguished 42 years of service
in Delaware’s criminal justice community, eleven of which
were served at Family Court. Leann M. Summa became
Family Court’s Administrator on November 1, 2012. In
addition, Family Court welcomed Carrie Hyla as Director
of Special Court Services; Mary Crabbe as Director of
Case Processing; Warren Cook as Director of Human Re-
sources; Renee Ciconte as Director of Operations in New
Castle County; and Ron Mattox as Director of Operations
in Sussex County.

Finally, in FY13, Heather Morton, serving as a Judicial
Case Processor for Sussex County, was named the Judi-
cial Branch Employee of the Year.

NUMBER OF FAMILY COURT FILINGS
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Front row (sitting left to right) Back row (standing left to right)

Judge Aida Waserstein Judge Robert B. Coonin

Judge Mark D. Buckworth Judge Alan N. Cooper

Judge William M. Nicholas Judge Peter B. Jones

Judge Jay H. Conner Judge Arlene Minus Coppadge

Judge Kenneth M. Millman Chief Judge Chandlee Johnson Kuhn

Judge William ]. Walls, Jr. Judge Mardi F. Pyott

Judge William L. Chapman, Jr. Judge Joelle P. Hitch

Judge Barbara D. Crowell Judge Michel K. Newell
COMMISSIONERS:

Standing (left to right)
Dawn Williams
Mary Ann Herlihy
David Jones
Pamela Holloway
Lester Blades
Chief Judge Kuhn
Janell Ostroski
Susan Tussey
John Carrow
Sonja Wilson
Loretta Young

Seated middle row (left to right)
Mary Much

DeSales Haley

Louann Vari

Jennifer Mayo

Seated front (left to right)
Andrew Southmayd
James Maxwell
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COURT OF
COMMON
PLEAS

FY 2013 was a busy and challenging year
for the Court of Common Pleas. The |
number of cases transferred to, and filed |
with, the Court of Common Pleas contrib- == &
utes to a high volume environment in the
Court. While criminal and civil caseloads
indicate a slight decline from prior years,
the complexity of the case load and the
number of cases proceeding forward to [°
trial continue to increase, placing an ever
growing demand on Court and Judicial
resources.

Changes in the Court

In Fiscal Year 2013 the Honorable Jo-
seph F. Flickinger III retired from his
position with the Court of Common Pleas
and the Honorable Eric Davis was ap-
pointed to the Superior Court, leaving
two vacancies on the Court of Common
Pleas. Judge Robert J. Surles was sworn
in to fill the vacancy left by Judge Flick-
inger on January 18 and Judge Carl C.
Danberg was sworn in to fill the vacancy left by Judge
Davis on February 15. In July of Fiscal Year 2013, the
Court of Common Pleas long time Court Administrator,
Carole Kirshner retired after 42 years of dedicated service
to the Court and the Court’s Deputy Court Administrator,
Stephanie Fitzgerald was appointed and presently serves
in that position.

Civil Initiatives

The Court of Common Pleas received 5,599 new civil
cases in FY 2013. Though this number reflects a drop in
the civil caseload from prior years, the cases are of
greater complexity which results in more extensive mo-
tion practice and more trial time.

In FY 2011 the Court of Common Pleas adopted Adminis-
trative Directive 2010-3, creating the Court's SPEED

Chief Judge
Alex J. Smalls

Docket (SPecial Election and Expe-
dited Docket) available in all civil
cases filed in the Court and appeals
de novo from the Justice of the
| Peace Court where the amount in
controversy is between $10,000 and
$50,000, excluding consumer debt
cases and appeals on the record.
Special scheduling rules are applied
to SPEED cases which ensure an ex-
pedited resolution, than that which is
available through traditional schedul-
ing tracks. Additionally, the case is
specially assigned to a Judge to han-
dle all matters until the case is re-
solved. A scheduling conference is
scheduled within 30 days of the filing
of an answer or a motion by any
party and the trial scheduled within
five months of the scheduling confer-
ence. In FY 2013 there were 25
SPEED cases filed with the Court of
Common Pleas.

In FY 2011, the Court of Common Pleas adopted Admin-
istrative Directive 2011-1 pertaining to Consumer Debt
Collection cases. This directive was rescinded and re-
placed with Administrative Directive 2012-2 following the
Delaware Bar Committee study and report. The directive
set forth procedural guidelines in consumer debt collec-
tion cases, aimed at ensuring fairness to all litigants and
improving efficiency in the administration of Justice.

Criminal Initiatives

The number of criminal misdemeanor filings in the Court
of Common Pleas in FY 2013 was 112,004, a slight in-
crease in the reported number of misdemeanor filings
from last year. The Court has developed a more accu-
rate criminal statistic gathering system which will improve
the quality of statistical data reported by the Court. The
Court of Common Pleas had 9,383 preliminary hearing
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CIVIL& CRIMINAL FILINGS &
DISPOSITIONS & PRELIMINARY HEARINGS BY FISCAL YEAR
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filings in FY 2013. The Department of Justice continues
to aggressively review felony arrests prior to their sched-
uled hearings and the Court of Common Pleas continues
to take a significant number of pleas at preliminary hear-
ing. This has a positive effect on the entire criminal jus-
tice system because it eliminates the need for these cases
to be handled twice in the Court of Common Pleas and
once in the Superior Court, which occurs when felony
charges are reduce to Misdemeanors and returned to the
Court following Preliminary Hearings. Many such cases, if
not pled, would be re-filed in the Court of Common Pleas
after the defendant is bound over to the Superior Court.

Grant Funded Initiatives and DUI Court

The Court continues to work aggressively to manage its
caseload in spite of greater demands on judges and staff.
Additional calendars and the application of aggressive
case management techniques have reduced the time to
disposition in most case categories. The Court continued
to receive funding in FY 2013 from a Byrne Justice Assis-
tance Grant to provide resources for the expansion of the
mental health court to Kent and Sussex Counties. Addi-
tionally, the Court received grant funding from the Office
on Violence Against Women for a coordinator to staff on a
part-time basis the Court’'s Trauma Informed Probation
Calendar.

On September 23, 2012, the Administrative Office of the
Courts received funding to support the creation of a part-
time State Judicial Outreach Liaison to assist with educa-
tional and training initiatives. The grant position will pro-
vide assistance to the Court of Common Pleas in the coor-
dination, planning and implementation of a DUI Court.

The Court of Common Pleas received 3,018 DUI cases in
FY 2013.

Mediation

Since 2001, the Court has referred over 11,600 cases for
mediation, with more than 1,609 referrals made to the
program in FY 2013. Mediation provides an alternative to
criminal prosecution, assists the Court in the management
of its busy calendars, and leaves participants with an in-
creased sense of satisfaction with the justice system. In
FY 2013, the Court's mediation program had a success/
satisfaction rate of nearly 88%.

In recent years, the Court of Common Pleas extended its
successful criminal mediation program to include civil
cases. This option has been well received by civil litigants
and has been responsible for the successful settlement of
an increasing number of cases.

Treatment Courts

The Court continued to operate its highly successful
court-supervised comprehensive Drug Diversion Program
for non-violent offenders. This voluntary program in-
cludes regular appearances before a judge, participation
in substance abuse education, drug testing, and treat-
ment. The Drug Diversion Program represents a collabo-
rative effort between the Court of Common Pleas, the
Department of Justice, the Public Defenders, the private
bar, the treatment providers, and the Treatment Research
Institute (TRI) at the University of Pennsylvania. (The
TRI program is limited to New Castle County.) Collabora-
tion with the Treatment Research Center (TRI) has pro-

Continued on next page
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CIVIL &
CRIMINAL FILINGS BY COUNTY FY 2013

Sussex
29,496

vided the basis for observation, research, and analysis to
launch scores of other drug diversion programs through-
out the United States and internationally. The Court has
handled more than 7,256 participants since its inception in
1998.

To address the needs of all participants, the New Castle
County Drug Diversion Court introduced a new tool on July
1, 2010. The tool referred to as the "RANT Assessment” a
web-based placement tool developed by the Court's part-
ners at the Treatment Research Institute at the University
of Pennsylvania. "RANT" is an acronym for Risk and
Needs Assessment Triage. The assessment tool is used to
assess each client's risks and needs. Base upon the re-
sults a defendant is placed into one of four quadrants,
those with: low risks/low needs; low risks/high needs;
high risks/low needs; and high risks/high needs. Identify-
ing these risks/needs groups allows treatment to be tai-
lored to meet the individual needs of the client, promote
successful program completion, and to reduce recidivism
rates.

Established in 2003 as the first such court in the State, the
Court of Common Pleas continues to operate its Mental
Health Court in New Castle County. Modeled on the Drug
Court concept, the goal of Mental Health Court is to effec-
tively serve the special needs of the mental health popula-
tion through continuous judicial oversight and intensive
case management and, through this approach, to reduce
this population's contacts with the criminal justice system.
The Court, through the receipt of grant funding, was able
to expand its mental health court in FY 2012 to Kent and
Sussex Counties. Approximately 120 Defendants entered
Court of Common Pleas mental health court statewide.

In Fiscal Year 2012, the Court introduced the Trauma In-
formed Probation calendar (TIP). TIP is a new treatment

court designed to handle female defendants who have
experienced significant trauma in their backgrounds. The
goal is to provide trauma-informed care to help improve
outcomes for the TIP participants and to reduce recidivism
rates. Trauma Informed Probation entered 24 participants
into the program in FY 2013.

Technology Initiatives

The Court continues to explore avenues to increase effi-
ciency through technology. The success of the civil e-
filing initiative; increased use of a web-based system for
the payment of fines, costs, and restitution through an
internet application; and increased use of, and reliance on
the Court’s web site have afforded the Court productivity
gains. The Court continues to explore other opportunities
by which it can serve its customers through improved pub-
lic access, such as through the future implementation of
Interactive Voice Response System and through expansion
of E-payment and E-filing.

The continued success of the civil automation implementa-
tion has significantly improved access to the civil cases
and civil case information. E-filing has been extremely
successful, with more than 90% of the Court’s civil
caseload being e-filed.

Enforcement of Court Orders

The Court of Common Pleas in FY 2013 collected approxi-
mately $6,785,000 in fines, costs and assessments. The
Court returns more than 45% of its operating budget to
the State’s General Fund. A significant portion of the
Court’s collections also represents restitution and compen-
sation payments for victims of crime.

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS NUMBER OF
FILINGS BY TYPE FY 2013
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Conclusion COURT OF COMMON PLEAS PRELIMINARY
HEARINGS BY COUNTY FY 2013
Notwithstanding the challenges of managing a large and 4954

increasingly complex caseload, judges and staff remain
committed to the mission of the Court of Common Pleas —
to provide a neutral forum for the people and institutions 4,000
of Delaware in the resolution of everyday problems, dis- ’
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sional, efficient, and practical manner. 2,000
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New Castle Kent Sussex

Front row (standing left to right) Judge Kenneth S. Clark, Jr.
Judge Andrea L. Rocanelli Judge John K. Welch

Chief Judge Alex J. Smalls Judge Charles W. Welch, 111
Judge Rosemary Betts Beauregard Judge Anne Hartnett Reigle
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JUSTICE OF THE
PEACE COURT

Fiscal Year 2013 represented an-
other extremely busy year for the
Justice of the Peace Court. While
total statewide filings of 479,835
were a little higher than the previ-
ous year, they continued to be
lower than the all-time high experi-
enced in FY 08, which was
524,375. That statistic represents
every criminal charge and civil case
that the Justice of the Peace Court
handled, and is almost three times
as many as the combined filings of
all the other courts in the state.
Whether it was transferred to an-
other court for further proceedings
or eventually resolved in this court,
each of those cases represents
judicial work that has to be done —
from an initial bail hearing to a full trial — and all of the
administrative processing necessary to keep the cases
moving along.

Because of the volume of our casework, the Justice of the
Peace Court has traditionally not only relied upon its out-
standing judicial officers and staff to work hard, but we
have continually embraced technologies and practices
that allow for the most efficient and effective handling of
our matters while ensuring just and equitable considera-
tion of each and every matter brought before the court.
Here are just a few ways that we have sought to modify
our practices to meet demand over the years: establish-
ment of a Voluntary Assessment Center for mail-in traffic
tickets; early implementation of both civil and criminal
automated case processing systems; consolidation of
court facilities; and development of a police prosecution
process that provides for earlier disposal of challenged
traffic violations.

These and countless other similar efforts, large and small,
have contributed to our success in always being able to

Chief Magistrate
Alan G. Davis

handle the caseload demands placed
upon us. However, programs and
initiatives to improve are only as
good as the human elements of atti-
tude and aptitude that underlie
them. A willingness to be flexible,
seek out opportunities and embrace
the change that comes with them
has been a hallmark of this organiza-
tion. Our judicial, clerical, administra-
tive and uniformed staffs all adapt
like no other, and our ability to han-
dle cases shows that.

Though efficiency and justice have
been our watchwords for decades
and will continue to be necessary to
our success, a new initiative that the
Justice of the Peace Court has em-
barked upon tends to turn the focus
in a new direction. In conjunction with the proposed con-
solidation of Justice of the Peace Courts #10 and #20 in
New Castle County, the Court spent much of FY 13 devel-
oping plans for the establishment of a Community Justice
Center in Wilmington.

The centerpiece of this Community Justice Center is a
“community court” that will take into account the commu-

TOTAL JUSTICE OF THE PEACE CIVIL
CASES FILED BY COURT FY 2013
Court17 Court9
6,823 2,170
CourthJ
7,569 Court13
17,419
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT CIVIL & CRIMINAL/TRAFFIC FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS
f BY FISCAL YEAR*
400,000 §°
300,000 7"
200,000 1
100,000 1
0o 1 g
2004 | 2005** | 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
B Filings 265,456 | 290,095 | 292,095 | 317,436 | 318,293 | 307,925 | 291,838 | 305,499 | 303,310 | 305,424
Dispositions | 266,890 | 31,704 | 290,772 | 313,409 | 315,663 | 294,655 | 290,215 | 294,125 | 312,976 | 301,832
*Criminal filings & dispositions are by defendant.

nity needs in its manner of dispensing justice. This is a
new concept for Delaware, though it has been successful
in many other places where it has been tried. Because
every community is different, every community court is
different as well, but below are some of the ways that we
hope this community court will change our approach to
criminal matters before us:

e Deliver new and creative responses to low level
offending that support individual needs while
improving accountability;

e Position the court to be a player in helping solving
neighborhood problems;

e Provide meaningful sanctions to defendants that
will break the cycle of crime;

e Establish a mechanism for communities to have a
role in court processes;

e Lessen any fear that the public currently has for
the court;

e Provide for visible justice with offenders making
meaningful contributions to the communities
where they offended;

e Provide equity for defendants with limited English
proficiency;

e Create opportunities for defendants to get assis-
tance for real life problems above and beyond
their court case; and

e Establish collaboration with service providers and
other Justice system partners.

The Community Justice Center will include a Resource
Center within the Court, to connect individuals with out-
side groups and stakeholders such as residents, mer-
chants, churches and schools that can provide assistance
to them in an effort to address the root causes of criminal
activity. The goal of this approach is to resolve court
cases with more meaningful outcomes for defendants and
to increase the community's confidence in the criminal
justice system to reduce "quality of life" offenses. Re-
search has shown that community courts are effective in
increasing the feeling of safety within communities. Addi-
tionally, community courts are proven to decrease quality-
of-life crimes and increase community engagement.

This is an exciting opportunity for the Court and we look
forward to moving forward with the planning and commu-
nity outreach that has taken place in the past fiscal year.
Even though it is a departure from our traditional focus on
efficiency, we believe that improved outcomes and mean-
ingful justice for both individual defendants and the com-
munity we serve are worth slowing things down a bit.
With a little luck and a lot of hard work, next year in this
space I will have the opportunity to detail the successes
of this new endeavor.

Continued on next page
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

CAPIASES CLEARED BY JUSTICEOF THE
PEACE COURT FOR OTHER COURTS
FY 2013 Fami
amily
/ Court
Court of 2,881
Common
Pleas
11,753
Superior
Court
2,917

NUMBER OF JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT FILINGS*
BY TYPE FY 2013
160,000 141,867
140,000
120,000
100,000 86,182
80,000
60,000
40,000 30,293
19,082
20,000 11,500 — 14,899
0 T T - T : T - T T
Title 21 (Traffic) Title 11 Miscellaneous  Title 7 (Fish& Civil Complaints Landlord/Tenant VAC**
(Criminal) Criminal Game)
*Criminalfilings are by defendant.
**Voluntary Assessment Center.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT CRIMINAL & TRAFFIC CHARGES
BY COURT FY 2013

160,000

140,000

120,000

100,000

80,000

60,000

40,000

20,000 I I
0 |- . || || || [ [

Court Court Court Court Court Court Court Court
1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9

M Charges| 5,496 | 43,381 | 34,188 | 18,542 | 10,913 | 41,525 | 6,228 | 8,331 5,384 | 86,590 | 5,840 | 27,286 | 152,150

Court 10| Court 11| Court 14 |Court 20| VAC*

*Voluntary Assessment Center.

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE CRIMINAL & TRAFFIC CASES BY DEFENDANT BY
COURT FY 2013

-

160,000 §*

140,000 1

120,000 +*

100,000 1~

80,000 1

60,000 1°

40,000 1 '
20,000 1
- . B B = . - m e» - I

0

Court | Court | Court | Court | Court | Court | Court | Court | Court | Court | Court | Court | VAC*
1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10 11 14 20

M Cases| 2,926 | 16,731 11,445| 9,079 | 5,305 | 19,490| 2,774 | 4,546 | 3,813 | 38,269| 2,423 | 12,775| 141,86

*Voluntary Assessment Center.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

NEW CASTLE COUNTY JUDGES

Bottom row (left to right)

Deputy Chief Magistrate Bonita Lee
Marie Page

Kathleen Lucas

Beatrice Freel

Rosalie Rutkowski

Nancy Roberts

Second row (left to right)
Deborah McNesby

Kathy Gravell

Chief Magistrate Alan Davis
Cheryl McCabe-Stroman
Cheryl Stallmann

Not Pictured: Nina Bawa, Thomas Kenney, David Skelley, Terry Smith

Third row (left to right)
Susan Cline

Katherine Ross

Marilyn Letts

Susan Ufberg

Fourth row (left to right)
Vernon Taylor

William Moser

Roberto Lopez

James Hanby, Sr.

Sean McCormick

Fifth row (left to right)
William S. Young, 111
Christopher Portante
James Tull

Sixth row (left to right)
Paul Smith

Vincent Kowal

Thomas Brown

Donald Callender, Jr.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

KENT COUNTY JUDGES

Bottom row (left to right)
Pamela Darling

Debora Foor

Cathleen Hutchison

Middle row (left to right)
Chief Magistrate Alan Davis
Dwight Dillard

D. Ken Cox

Back row (left to right)
Robert Wall, Jr.
William J. Sweet

Not Pictured:

R. Hayes Grapperhaus

Michael Sherlock

James Murray

Deputy Chief Magistrate Ernst Arndt
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

SUSSEX COUNTY JUDGES

First row (left to right) Third row (left to right)
Deborah Keenan Christopher Bradley
Deputy Chief Magistrate Sheila Blakely John ]J. Adams

Rochelle Knapp William Boddy, 111
Michelle Jewell Richard Comly

Jana Mollohan
Fourth row (left to right)

Second row (left to right) Herman Hagan
John Martin James Horn
John McKenzie Larry Sipple

John Hudson
Chief Magistrate Alan Davis
Jeni Coffelt

Not Pictured: Stephani Adams, William P. Wood
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Many thanks to the Presiding Judges, Court Administrators and
others in the Courts and the Administrative Office of the Courts
for their efforts in preparing this annual report.

http://courts.delaware.gov (Delaware Judiciary)

http://courts.delaware.gov/AOC/AnnualReports/FY13
(2013 Annual Report, Statistical Report of the Delaware
Judiciary and additional Delaware Courts background
information)
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SUPREME COURT

Casdload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
Criminal Appeds 381 325 -56 -14.7%
Civil Appeals 330 300 -30 -9.1%
Certifications 0 2 2 0%
Origina Applications 28 17 -11 -39.3%
Bd. on Prof. Resp. 12 15 3 25.0%
Bd. of Bar Exam 0 0 0 0%
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law 0 0 0 0%
Advisory Opinions 1 0 -1 -100%
Other 5 2 -3 -60.0%
Total 757 661 -96 -12.7%

2012 2013 Change % Change
Criminal Appeds 385 353 -32 -8.3%
Civil Appeals 314 321 7 2.2%
Certifications 2 1 -1 -50%
Origina Applications 31 18 -13 -41.9%
Bd. on Prof. Resp. 9 17 8 89%
Bd. of Bar Exam 1 0 -1 -100%
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law 0 0 0 0%
Advisory Opinions 1 0 -1 -100%
Other 4 2 -2 -50%
Total 747 712 -35 -4.7%

Bd. on Prof. Resp. = Board on Professional Responsibility.
Bd. of Bar Exam. = Board of Bar Examiners.
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law = Board on the Unauthorized Practice of Law.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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900

Supreme Court 10-Year Total Caseload Trend

mFilings 564 583 688 666 670 685 770 714 757 661
B Dispositions 586 554 655 668 661 705 724 760 747 712
Fiscal Year
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SUPREME COURT

Casdload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2013 - Filings

Court of Chancery | Superior Court Family Court gﬁgﬁ;ﬁ Total
Criminal Appeals 0 0% 325  100% 0 0% 0 0% 325  100%
Civil Appedls 62  20.7% 172 57.3% 66 22.0% 0 0% 300 100%
Original Applications* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 36 100% 36 100%
Total 62 9.4% 497  75.2% 66 10.0% 36 54% 661  100%

Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2013 - Dispositions
Court of Chancery |  Superior Court Family Court gﬁgﬁ;ﬁ Total
Criminal Appeals 0 0% 353 100% 0 0% 0 0% 353 100%
Civil Appeds 66 20.6% 181 56.4% 74 23.1% 0 0% 321 100%
Original Applications* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 38 100% 38 100%
Total 66 9.3% 534 75.0% 74 10.4% 38 5.3% 712  100%

*Qrigina Applicationsinclude Certifications, Bd. On Prof. Resp., Bd. Of Bar Exam., Bd. on Un.
Prac. Law, Advisory Opinions, and Other.

Bd. on Prof. Resp. = Board on Professional Responsibility.
Bd. of Bar Exam. = Board of Bar Examiners.
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law = Board on the Unauthorized Practice of Law.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPREME COURT

Typesof Dispositions - Fiscal Year 2013 - Appeals

. Affirmed Voluntary

Affirmed Part/Reversed Part Reversed Remanded Dismissal
Criminal Appeals 208 1 0.3% 21 5.9% 13 3.7% 25 7.1%
Civil Appeds 164 11 3.1% 19 5.3% 5 1.4% 48 13.4%
372 12 1.7% 40 5.6% 18 2.5% 73 10.3%

Court Dismissal Leave to_Appeal Other* Total
Denied

Crimina Appeals 85 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 353 100%
Civil Appeals 58 34 9.5% 20 5.6% 359 100%
143 34 4.8% 20 2.8% 712  100%

M ethods of Dispositions - Fiscal Year 2013

Assigned Opinion | Per Curiam Order Written Order
Criminal Appeas 37 10.5% 0 0% 291  82.4%
Civil Appesals 55  17.1% 3 1% 218  67.9%
Certifications 1 100% 0 0% 0 0%
Origina Applications 0 0% 0 0% 16 88.9%
Bd. on Prof. Resp. 0 0% 2 12% 14 82.4%
Bd. of Bar Exam. 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Advisory Opinions 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Other 0 0% 0 0% 2  100%
Total 93 13.1% 5 1% 541  76.0%
\é?;?:;ly Other* Total
Criminal Appeas 25 7.1% 0 0% 353  100%
Civil Appeals 45  14.0% 0 0% 321 100%
Certifications 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 100%
Origina Applications 2 11.1% 0 0% 18 100%
Bd. on Prof. Resp. 1 5.9% 0 0% 17 100%
Bd. of Bar Exam. 0 0% 0 0% 0 -
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law 0 0% 0 0% 0 -
Advisory Opinions 0 0% 0 0% 0 -
Other 0 0% 0 0% 2  100%
Total 73  10.3% 0 0% 712 100%

*Includes any types or methods of dispositions not further broken down in these categories.

Bd. on Prof. Resp. = Board on Professional Responsibility.
Bd. of Bar Exam. = Board of Bar Examiners.
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law = Board on the Unauthorized Practice of Law.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPREME COURT

Performance Summary - Fiscal Year 2013 - Average Elapsed Timeto Disposition

Number of Average Time From Filing to Average Time From
Dispositions Disposition Submission to Disposition*

Criminal Appedls 353 172.8 days 313 days
Civil Appeals 321 176.7 days 24.4 days
Certifications 1 239.0 days 62.0 days
Original Applications 18 35.2 days 13.8 days
BPR&BBE 17 385 days 9.4 days
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law 0 - days - days
Advisory Opinions 0 - days - days
Other 2 40.5 days 110 days
Total 712 168.1 days 28.6 days

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Average Time from Filing to Disposition

2012 2013 Change % Change

Criminal Appesls 181.8 days 1728 days -9.0 days -5.0%
Civil Appeals 1645 days 176.7 days 12.2  days 7.4%
Certifications 1635 days 239.0 days 755 days 46.2%
Origina Applications 53.8 days 35.2 days -18.6 days -34.6%
BPR & BBE 64.2 days 385 days -25.7 days -40.0%
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law 0.0 days - days - days -
Advisory Opinions - days - days - days -
Other 26.8 days 405 days 13.7 days 51.1%
Total 166.3 days 168.1 days 1.8 days 1.1%

* Average time from date submitted for judicial decision to actual date of disposition. The time for
acasethat is submitted and disposed in the same day is zero. Not all Supreme Court cases
requireajudicia decision.

BPR & BBE = Board on Professional Responsibility and Board of Bar Examiners.
Bd. on Un. Prac. Law = Board on the Unauthorized Practice of Law.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPREME COURT

Performance Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2013 - Elapsed Time by Disposition Type

Number of Average Time From Filing to Average Time From
Dispositions Disposition Submission to Disposition*

Affirmed 372 207.4 days 37.9 days
Affirmed Part/Reversed Part 12 323.2 days 67.4 days
Reversed 40 346.3 days 45.0 days
Remanded 18 180.9 days 34.7 days
Voluntary Dismissa 73 100.0 days 0.0 days
Court Dismissal 143 79.6 days 127 days
Leaveto Appeal Denied 34 40.8 days 26.9 days
Other 20 97.5 days 20.1 days
Total 712 168.1 days 28.6 days

Performance Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2013 - Elapsed Time by Disposition M ethod

Number of Average Time From Filing to Average Time From
Dispositions Disposition Submission to Disposition*

Assigned Opinion 93 330.4 days 54.8 days
Per Curiam Opinion 5 209.4 days 36.2 days
Written Order 541 148.9 days 28.0 days
Voluntary Dismissa 73 100.0 days 0.0 days
Other 0 - days - days
Total 712 168.1 days 28.6 days

* Average time from date submitted for judicial decision to actual date of disposition. The time for
acasethat is submitted and disposed in the same day is zero. Not all Supreme Court cases
requireajudicia decision.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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COURT OF CHANCERY
Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Civil Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change

State 1,113 1,064 -49 -4.4%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Civil Dispositions
2012 2013 Change % Change

State 1,288 1,069 -219 -17.0%

Source: Registers in Chancery; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Estates Filings
2012 2013 Change % Change

State 2,469 2,476 7 0.3%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Estates Dispositions
2012 2013 Change % Change

State 2,312 2,582 270 11.7%

Source: Register of Wills; Administrative Office of the Courts.

Page 11 of 63




Court of Chancery 10-Year Estates Caseload Trend
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COURT OF CHANCERY
Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Miscellaneous M atter s

Filings
2012 2013 Change % Change
State 667 615 -52 -7.8%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Miscellaneous M atters

Dispositions
2012 2013 Change % Change
State 2,432 1,328 -1,104 -45.4%

Source: Registers of Wills; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Caseload Breakdown - Fiscal Year 2013 - Miscellaneous M atter s Filings

GuarQI ansfor Guardl.ans s Trusts Other Matters Total
Minors Infirm
State 208 33.8% 271  44.1% 12 2.0% 124  20.2% 615 100%

Casdload Breakdown - Fiscal Year

2013 - Miscellaneous M atter s Dispositions

Guar(_jlans e Guardl_ans e Trusts Other Matters Total
Minors Infirm
State 646 48.6% 314 23.6% 31 2.3% 337 25.4% 1,328 100%

Source: Registersin Chancery; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Total Case Filings*

2012 2013 Change % Change

State 4,249 4,155 -94 -2.2%
Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Total Case Dispositions*

2012 2013 Change % Change

State 6,032 4,979 -1,053 -17.5%

*Total includes Civil, Miscellaneous, and Estates.

Source: Registersin Chancery; Registers of Wills; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Civil Case Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 8,988 8,737 -251 -2.9%
Kent County 1,612 1,378 -234 -17.0%
Sussex County 1,830 1,611 -219 -13.6%
State 12,430 11,726 -704 -6.0%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Civil Case Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 10,263 8,438 -1,825 -21.6%
Kent County 2,075 1,348 =727 -53.9%
Sussex County 2,084 1,833 -251 -13.7%
State 14,422 11,619 -2,803 -24.1%

Source: Prothonotary's Offices, Superior Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2013 - Civil Case Filings

Mechanic's Liens

Complaints and Mortgages Appeals
New Castle County 3,664 41.9% 1,134 13.0% 152 1{7%
Kent County 502 36.4% 408 29.6% 40 2/9%
Sussex County 366 22.7% 548 34.0% 50 311%
State 4532 38.6%| 2,090 17.8% 242 2.1%
Involqntary Miscellaneous Total
Commitments
New Castle County 1,513 17.3% 2,274 26.0% 8,737 100%
Kent County 109 7.9% 319 23.1% 1,378 100%
Sussex County 12 0.7% 635 394% 1,611 100%
State 1634 13.9%| 3,228 27.5%| 11,726 100%

Caseload Breakdow

Mechanic's Liens

Complaints and Mortgages Appeals
New Castle County 3,250 38.5% 1,276 15.1% 152 1{8%
Kent County 502 37.2% 384 28.5% 43 312%
Sussex County 435 23.7% 634 34.6% 75 411%
State 4,187 36.0%| 2294 19.7% 270 2.3%
Involqntary Miscellaneous Total
Commitments
New Castle County 1,496 17.7% 2,264 26.8% 8,438 100%
Kent County 102 7.6% 317 23.8% 1,348 100%
Sussex County 43 2.3% 646 35.2% 1,833 100%
State 1641 141%| 3,227 27.8%| 11,619 100%

Source: Prothonotary's Offices, Superior Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Criminal Case Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 4,242 4,411 169 3.8%
Kent County 1,683 1,760 77 4.4%
Sussex County 2,261 2,500 239 9.6%
State 8,186 8,671 485 5.6%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Criminal Case Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 4,217 4,104 -113 -2.8%
Kent County 1,769 1,652 -117 -7.1%
Sussex County 2,137 2,152 15 0.7%
State 8,123 7,908 -215 -2.71%

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Superior Court Criminal 10-Year Caseload Trend
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B Filings 9,469 8,973 9,936 10,206 10,115 8,898 8,064 8,180 8,186 8,671
m Dispositions 8,789 8,651 9,512 9,923 10,306 9,451 7,892 8,016 8,123 7,908
O VOP Filings 6,119 6,232 6,349 6,055 6,151 6,255 5,523 5271 5,384 5,520

Fiscal Year

VOP = Violation of Probation.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Caseload Breakdowns- Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Filings

Indictment Rule 9 Warrant Information Other* Total
New Castle County 3,182 72.1% 178 4.0%| 1,014 23.0% 37 0.8%| 4,411
Kent County 1,361 77.3% 21 1.2% 360 20.5% 18 1.0%| 1,760
Sussex County 951 38.0% 229 9.2%| 1,320 52.8% 0 0%| 2,500
State 5494  63.4% 428 49%| 2,694 31.1% 55 0.6%| 8,671
Caseload Breakdowns- Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Dispositions

Guilty Pleg** Nolle Prosequi Remand/Transfer
New Castle County 124 3.0%| 2,876 70.1% 510 12.4% 1 0.0%
Kent County 26 1.6%| 1,104 66.8% 255 15.4% 5 0.3%
Sussex County 15 0.7%| 1,662 77.2% 268 12.5% 2 0.1%
State 165 21%| 5,642 71.3%| 1,033 13.1% 8 0.1%

Dismissal FOP/Drug Court Consolidation Total

New Castle County 67 1.6% 354 8.6% 172 4.2%| 4,104 100%
Kent County 37 2.2% 134 8.1% 91 5.5%| 1,652 100%
Sussex County 27 1.3% 25 1.2% 153 7.1%| 2,152 100%
State 131 1.7% 513 6.5% 416 5.3%| 7,908 100%

*Includes appeals, transfers, reinstatements, and severances.
**|ncludes Probation Before Judgment.
FOP = First Offender Program.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Types of Dispositions - Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Trials- Part One

Jury Trial Non-Jury Tria Total
New Castle County 134 85.4% 23 14.6% 157 100%
Kent County 18 94.7% 1 5.3% 19 100%
Sussex County 14 93.3% 1 6.7% 15 100%
State 166 86.9% 25 13.1% 191 100%

Guilty Not Guilty* NoFind Total

Disposition**

New Castle County 94 59.9% 30 19.1% 33 21.0% 157 100%
Kent County 14 73.7% 4 21.1% 1 5.3% 19 100%
Sussex County 12 80.0% 2 13.3% 1 6.7% 15 100%
State 120 62.8% 36 18.8% 35 18.3% 191 100%

*Includes Acquitals, Dismissals at Trial, and Nolle Prosequis at Trial.
**|ncludes Hung Juries, Mistrials, and Reserved Decisions.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT
Types of Dispositions - Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Trials- Part Two

... | Nol Pros/
Guilty | Guilty L10| Not Guitty | CUY| pigmissed | Mistrial |Hungdury| Total
at Trial -
at Trial
New Castle County 51 13 29 11 0 10 20 134
Kent County 10 1 4 2 0 0 1 18
Sussex County 9 2 2 0 0 1 0 14
State 70 16 35 13 0 11 21 166
... | Nol Pros/
Guilty | Guilty L10| Not Guilty |19 G| pigmissed | Mistrial Total*
at Trial -
at Trial
New Castle County 19 0 1 0 0 0 20
Kent County 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Sussex County 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
State 21 0 1 0 0 0 22
... | Nol Pros/
Guilty | Guilty L10| Not Guitty | CUY| pigmissed | Mistrial | Hung dury| Total*
at Trial -
at Trial
New Castle County 70 13 30 11 0 10 20 154
Kent County 11 1 4 2 0 0 1 19
Sussex County 10 2 2 0 0 1 0 15
State 91 16 36 13 0 11 21 188
Types of Dispositions Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Nolle Prosequis
Nolle Prosequis By Nolle Prosequis By Total
Special Condition Merit
New Castle County 161 31.6% 349 68.4% 510 100%
Kent County 192 75.3% 63 24.7% 255 100%
Sussex County 35 13.1% 233 86.9% 268 100%
State 388 37.6% 645 62.4% 1033  100%

*Does not include Reserved Decisions.
LIO = Lesser Included Offense.
Nol Pros = Nolle Prosequi.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Types of Dispositions Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Felony Guilty Pleas

Pled Guilty Original Pled Guilty Lesser Total
New Castle County 1,569 87.9% 216 12.1% 1,785 100%
Kent County 557 80.7% 133 19.3% 690 100%
Sussex County 826 83.0% 169 17.0% 995 100%
State 2952 85.1% 518 14.9% 3,470 100%

Types of Dispositions Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Misdemeanor Guilty Pleas

Pled Guilty Original Pled Guilty Lesser* Total
New Castle County 706 64.7% 385 35.3% 1,091 100%
Kent County 220 53.1% 194 46.9% 414 100%
Sussex County 476 71.4% 191 28.6% 667 100%
State 1,402 64.5% 770 355% 2,172 100%

Types of Dispositions Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Total Guilty Pleas

Pled Guilty Original Pled Guilty Lesser* Total
New Castle County 2,275 79.1% 601 20.9% 2,876 100%
Kent County 777 70.4% 327 29.6% 1,104 100%
Sussex County 1,302 78.3% 360 21.7% 1,662 100%
State 4354 T77.2% 1,288 22.8% 5,642 100%

*Includes Probation Before Judgment.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Performance Summary Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Cases- Elapsed Time

Total Number of

Average Time from

Average Time from

. Arrest to Indictment to

Sl rtec Disposition Disposition
New Castle County 4,104 131.2 days 83.8 days
Kent County 1,652 143.3 days 84.3 days
Sussex County 2,152 167.2 days 1235 days
State 7,908 1435 days 94.7 days

Performance Summary Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal Cases- Compliance with

Speedy Trial Standards

Disposed of within 120|Disposed of within 180|Disposed of within 365
LEE] Ngm e I;pays of Indictment I;pays of Indictment I;pays of Indictment
ez (90%) (98%) (100%)
New Castle County 4,104 2,948 71.8%| 3,744 91.2%| 4,082 99.5%
Kent County 1,652 1,280 77.5%)| 1,465 88.7%| 1,606 97.2%
Sussex County 2,152 1,644 76.4%| 1,960 91.1%| 2,152 100%
State 7,908 5,872 74.3% 7,169 90.7% 7,840 99.1%

Criminal Cases Performance Explanatory Notes- Fiscal Year 2013

1. The performance summary charts measure the average time from the date of arrest
to the date of disposition as well asthe average time from the date of
indictment/information to the date of disposition.

2. In measuring the elapsed time for defendantsfor the purpose of determining the
rate of compliance with the speedy trial standards, the following are excluded by

the Court:

a) For all capiases, the time between the date that the capiasisissued and the
datethat it is executed.
b) For al Rule 9 summonsesand Rule 9 warrants, the time between the arrest
and the indictment/information, if any.
c¢) For all nolle prosequis, the time between the scheduled trial date and the
actual filing of the nolle prosequis.
d) For all mental examinations, the time between the date that the examination is
ordered and the date of the receipt of the results.
e) For all defendants deemed to be incompetent, the period in which the
defendant is considered incompetent.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;

Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT
Performance Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Criminal Cases- Average

Timefrom Arrest to Disposition

2012 2013 Change
(in days) (in days) (in days) HOTTEE
New Castle County 120.9 131.2 10.3 7.9%
Kent County 123.7 143.3 19.6 13.7%
Sussex County 46.3 167.2 120.9 72.3%
State 97.0 143.5 46.5 32.4%

Performance Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Criminal Cases- Average

Time from Indictment to Disposition

2012 2013 Change
(in days) (in days) (in days) HIOTTEE
New Castle County 79.7 83.8 41 4.9%
Kent County 66.2 84.3 18.1 21.5%
Sussex County 15.8 1235 107.7 87.2%
State 53.9 94.7 40.8 43.1%

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT
Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012 - 2013 - Total Case Filings
% Change

2012 2013 Change
New Castle County 13,230 13,148 -82 -0.6%
Kent County 3,295 3,138 -157 -5.0%
Sussex County 4,091 4,111 20 0.5%
State 20,616 20,397 -219 -1.1%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012 - 2013 - Total Case Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 14,480 12,542 -1,938 -15.5%
Kent County 3,843 3,000 -843 -28.1%
Sussex County 4,221 3,985 -236 -5.9%
State 22,544 19,527 -3,017 -15.5%

Source: Court Administrator, Prothonotary's Offices, and Case Scheduling Office,
Superior Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Superior Court Total 10-Year Caseload Trend
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O VOP Filings 6,119 6,232 6,349 6,055 6,151 6,255 5,523 5271 5,384 5,520
Fiscal Year
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Adult Criminal Case Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 2,937 2,863 -74 -2.5%
Kent County 849 749 -100 -11.8%
Sussex County 814 719 -95 -11.7%
State 4,600 4,331 -269 -5.8%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Adult Criminal Case Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 2,809 2,812 3 0.1%
Kent County 780 759 -21 -2.7%
Sussex County 783 751 -32 -4.1%
State 4,372 4,322 -50 -1.1%

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Civil Case Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 21,375 21,406 31 0.1%
Kent County 8,638 8,803 165 1.9%
Sussex County 10,536 10,302 -234 -2.2%
State 40,549 40,511 -38 -0.1%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Civil Case Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 21,451 20,663 -788 -3.7%
Kent County 8,909 8,664 -245 -2.8%
Sussex County 10,409 10,522 113 1.1%
State 40,769 39,849 -920 -2.3%

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Breakdown - Fiscal Year 2013 - Civil Case Filings

Divorces and

RTSC/ Other Civil

Annulments Contempts New Non-Support | Support Arrearages
New Castle County 1,956 9.1% 636 3.0%| 4,491 21.0%| 2,219 10.4%
Kent County 858 9.7% 194 2.2%| 1,749 19.9%| 1,303 14.8%
Sussex County 836 8.1% 136 1.3%| 2,127 20.6%| 2,210 21.5%
State 3,650 9.0% 966 24%|( 8367 20.7%| 5,732 14.1%

Support R Protection from

Modif?sati ons Sl Visitation Abuse
New Castle County 1,855 8.7%| 2,265 10.6% 411 1.9%| 2,246 10.5%
Kent County 619 7.0% 834 9.5% 151 1.7% 980 11.1%
Sussex County 710 6.9% 827 8.0% 160 1.6% 738 7.2%
State 3,184 7.9%| 3,926 9.7% 722 1.8%| 3,964 9.8%

: Termination of | Remaining Petition
Adoptions Parental Rights Types Total

New Castle County 128 0.6% 116 0.5%| 5,083 23.7%| 21,406 100%
Kent County 32 0.4% 31 0.4%| 2,052 23.3%| 8,803 100%
Sussex County 24 0.2% 37 0.4%| 2,497 24.2%| 10,302 100%
State 184 0.5% 184 05%| 9,632 23.8%| 40511 100%

Casdload Breakdown - Fiscal Year 2013 - Civ

il Case Dispositions

axgﬁﬁei?g RTSgérﬁ)et?neF:tSV" New Non-Support | Support Arrearages
New Castle County 2,053 9.9% 663 3.2%| 4,062 19.7%| 2,052 9.9%
Kent County 846 9.8% 180 2.1%| 1,697 19.6%| 1,313 15.2%
Sussex County 909 8.6% 149 1.4%| 2,100 20.0%| 2,378 22.6%
State 3,808 9.6% 992 25%( 7,859 19.7%| 5,743 14.4%
Support R Protection from
Modif?sati ons Sl Visitation Abuse
New Castle County 1,725 8.3%| 2,236 10.8% 440 2.1% 2201 10.7%
Kent County 626 7.2% 793 9.2% 149 1.7% 841 9.7%
Sussex County 701 6.7% 853 8.1% 157 1.5% 741 7.0%
State 3,052 7.7%| 3,882 9.7% 746 1.9% 3783 9.5%
. Termination of | Remaining Petition
Adoptions Parental Rights Types Total
New Castle County 148 0.7% 109 0.5%| 4,974 24.1%| 20,663 100%
Kent County 34 0.4% 35 0.4%| 2,150 24.8%| 8,664 100%
Sussex County 15 0.1% 37 0.4%| 2,482 23.6%| 10,522 100%
State 197 0.5% 181 05%| 9,606 24.1%)| 39,849 100%

RTSC = Rules to Show Cause.

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Juvenile Delinquency Case Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 3,705 3,109 -596 -16.1%
Kent County 1,363 1,220 -143 -10.5%
Sussex County 1,351 1,193 -158 -11.7%
State 6,419 5,522 -897 -14.0%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Juvenile Delinquency Case

Dispositions
2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 4,059 3,362 -697 -17.2%
Kent County 1,649 1,431 -218 -13.2%
Sussex County 1,364 1,227 -137 -10.0%
State 7,072 6,020 -1,052 -14.9%

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2013 - Juvenile Delinquency Case Filings

Felony Misdemeanor Traffic
New Castle County 528  17.0%| 2,076 66.8% 173 5.6%
Kent County 175 14.3% 858 70.3% 72 5.9%
Sussex County 192 16.1% 769 64.5% 127  10.6%
State 895 16.2%| 3,703 67.1% 372 6.7%
VOP Total
New Castle County 332 10.7% 3,109 100%
Kent County 115 9.4% 1,220 100%
Sussex County 105 8.8% 1,193 100%
State 552  10.0% 5,522 100%

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2013 - Juvenile Delinquency Case

Dispositions
Misdemeanor Traffic
New Castle County 553 16.4%| 2,260 67.2% 206 6.1%
Kent County 177  12.4%| 1,065 74.4% 70 4.9%
Sussex County 171 13.9% 836 68.1% 121 9.9%
State 901 15.0%| 4,161 69.1% 397 6.6%
VOP Total
New Castle County 343  10.2% 3362 100%
Kent County 119 8.3% 1431 100%
Sussex County 99 8.1% 1227 100%
State 561 9.3% 6020 100%

VOP = Violations of Probation.

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Mediation Hearings Scheduled

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 5,167 6,141 974 18.9%
Kent County 3,233 2,973 -260 -8.0%
Sussex County 4,026 4,686 660 16.4%
State 12,426 13,800 1,374 11.1%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - M ediation Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 3,419 4,227 808 23.6%
Kent County 2,151 2,035 -116 -5.4%
Sussex County 2,788 3,001 213 7.6%
State 8,358 9,263 905 10.8%

Mediation Explanatory Notes Fiscal Year 2013

1. Mediation isthe process prior to adjudication in which a trained mediator attempts to
assist the parties in reaching an agreement. |If the parties are unable to reach an
agrement, the matter is scheduled to be heard before a commissioner or judge.

2. Custody, support, visitation, guardianship, imperiling family relations, and rule to
show cause filings are scheduled for mediation.

Note: Mediation data was reported as Arbitration data in some previous fiscal years.

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Total Case Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 28,017 27,378 -639 -2.3%
Kent County 10,850 10,772 -78 -0.7%
Sussex County 12,701 12,214 -487 -3.8%
State 51,568 50,364 -1,204 -2.3%

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 28,319 26,837 -1,482 -5.2%
Kent County 11,338 10,854 -484 -4.3%
Sussex County 12,556 12,500 -56 -0.4%
State 52,213 50,191 -2,022 -3.9%

Total Caseload Explanatory Notes - Fiscal Year 2013

1. A civil filing is defined as one petition or one single civil incident filed with Family
Court. In adivorce matter, although the petition may contain multiple ancillary
matters to the divorce, it is counted as one filing.

2. A crimina or delinquency filing is definted as one incident filed against one

individual or defendant. A single criminal or juvenile delinquency filing may be
comprised of asingle charge, or of multiple charges relating to asingle incident.

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Note: The number of filings for Fiscal Y ear 2009 was amended.

Page 40 of 63




COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
State of Delaware

2013 Annual Report Statistical Information

Page 41 of 63



COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Caseload Summary - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Civil Case Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 5,218 6,040 822 15.8%
Kent County 1,548 1,894 346 22.4%
Sussex County 1,786 1,814 28 1.6%
State 8,552 9,748 1,196 14.0%

Caseload Summary - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Civil Case Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 4,340 2,432 -1,908 -44.0%
Kent County 1,560 795 -765 -49.0%
Sussex County 2,113 1,002 -1,111 -52.6%
State 8,013 4,229 -3,784 -47.2%

Casdload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2013 - Civil Case Filings

Civil Judgments,
Complaints Name Changes & Total
Appeals
New Castle County 3474  57.5% 2,566 42.5% 6,040  100%
Kent County 1,077  56.9% 817 43.1% 1,894 100%
Sussex County 1,048 57.8% 766  42.2% 1,814  100%
State 5599 57.4% 4,149 42.6% 9,748 100%

Source: Court Administrator, Court of Common Pleas; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

aseloao 3 SCa ea 0 0 3 sdemeano ase 0
2012 2013 Change % Change

New Castle County 58,171 55,015 -3,156 -5.4%
Kent County 20,709 29,307 8,598 41.5%
Sussex County 22,404 27,682 5,278 23.6%
State 101,284 112,004 10,720 10.6%

Casdload Summary - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Criminal Misdemeanor Case

Dispositions
2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 62,035 44,030 -18,005 -29.0%
Kent County 19,354 23,534 4,180 21.6%
Sussex County 22,413 23,309 896 4.0%
State 103,802 90,873 -12,929 -12.5%
aseload a scal Yea O O al Pre a earing Case
O
2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 5,203 4,954 -249 -4.8%
Kent County 2,239 2,213 -26 -1.2%
Sussex County 2,475 2,231 -244 -9.9%
State 9,917 9,398 -519 -5.2%

*Includes Contempt of Court cases.

Source: Court Administrator, Court of Common Pleas; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Court of Common Pleas 10-Year Criminal Caseload Trend
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Caseload Summary - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Total Criminal Misdemeanor and

Civil CaseFilings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 63,389 61,055 -2,334 -3.7%
Kent County 22,257 31,201 8,944 40.2%
Sussex County 24,190 29,496 5,306 21.9%
State 109,836 121,752 11,916 10.8%

Casdload Summary - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Total Criminal Misdemeanor and

Civil Case Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County 66,375 46,462 -19,913 -30.0%
Kent County 20,914 24,329 3,415 16.3%
Sussex County 24,526 24,311 -215 -0.9%
State 111,815 95,102 -16,713 -14.9%

Source: Court Administrator, Court of Common Pleas; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Court of Common Pleas 10-Year Total Caseload Trend

(Civil & Criminal)
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT
Casdload Summary - Fiscal Year 2013 - Civil Cases

Filings Dispositions
New Castle County
Court 9 2,170 1,667
Court 13 17,419 17,437
Kent County
Court 16 7,569 6,467
Sussex County
Court 17 6,823 6,573
State 33,981 32,144

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Civil Case Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County
Court 9 2,011 2,170 159 7.9%

Court 13 18,142 17,419 -723 -4.0%
Kent County

Court 16 7,119 7,569 450 6.3%
Sussex County

Court 17 7,144 6,823 -321 -4.5%
State 34,416 33,981 -435 -1.3%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Civil Case Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County
Court 9 1,526 1,667 141 9.2%

Court 13 14,522 17,437 2,915 20.1%
Kent County

Court 1¢ 5,84« 6,46 622 10.7%
Sussex County

Court 17 5,179 6,573 1,394 26.9%
State 27,071 32,144 5,073 18.7%

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2013 - Civil Case Filings

Complaints Landlord/Tenant Total
New Castle County
Court 9 1,634 75.3% 536 24.7% 2,170 100%

Court 13 5,442 31.2% 11,977 68.8% 17,419 100%
Kent County

Court 16 3,864 51.1% 3,705 48.9% 7,569 100%
Sussex County

Court 17 3,959 58.0% 2,864 42.0% 6,823 100%
State 14,899  43.8% 19,082  56.2% 33,981 100%

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JP Court 10-Year Criminal and Traffic Caseload Trend
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Casdload Breakdowns- Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal and Traffic Filings (Defendants)

Title 7 - Fish/Game | Title 11 - Criminal Title 21 - Traffic Miscellaneous Total

New Castle County

Court 9 283 6.2% 237 5.2% 3,740 82.3% 286 6.p% 4,546 100%

Court 10 77 2.09 172 4.5% 1,975 51.8% 1,589 41)7% 3,813 100%

Court 11 108 0.39 7,804 20.4% 27,665 72.83% 2,692 71.0% 38,269 100%

Court 20 58 0.59 3,797 29.7% 6,825 53.4% 2,095 16{4% 12,775 100%
Kent County

Court 6 43 0.89 287 5.4% 4,816 90.8% 159 3.p% 5,305 1p0%

Court 7 140 0.79 4,666 23.9% 13,317 68.8% 1,367 710% 19,490 100%

Court 8 1 0.094 149 5.4% 2,541 91.6% 83 3.0% 2,774 100%
Sussex County

Court 1 68 2.39 150 5.1% 2,367 80.9% 341 117% 2,926 1p0%

Court 2 357 2.19 8,954 53.5% 6,049 36.2% 1,371 812% 16,731 100%

Court 3 456 4.09 3,440 30.1% 6,334 55.83% 1,215 10.6% 11,445 100%

Court 4 9 0.1% 579 6.4% 8,242 90.8% 249 2.% 9,079 100%

Court 14 1 0.094 58 2.4% 2,311 95.4% 53 2.2% 2,423 100%
State w/o VAC 1,601 1.29 30,293 23.4% 86,182 66.5% 11,500 8.9% 129,576 100%
VAC 696 0.59 0 0% 140,810 99.3% 361 0.8% 141,867 100%
Statewith VAC 2,297 0.8% 30,293 11.2%| 226,992 83.6% 11,861 4.4%| 271,443 100%

VAC = Voluntary Assessment Cen

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Casdload Breakdowns- Fiscal Year 2013 - Criminal and Traffic Filings (Char ges)

Title 7 - Fish/Game | Title 11 - Criminal Title 21 - Traffic Miscellaneous Total

New Castle County

Court 9 406 4.9% 380 4.6% 7,112 85.4% 433 5.2% 8,331 100%

Court 10 85 1.69 224 4.2% 3,334 61.9% 1,741 32)3% 5,384 100%

Court 11 145 0.29 16,925 19.5M% 63,737 73.6% 5,783 6.7% 86,590 100%

Court 20 71 0.39 7,729 28.3% 15,661 57.4% 3,825 14.0% 27,286 100%
Kent County

Court 6 61 0.69 410 3.8% 10,176 93.2% 266 2.4% 10,913 100%

Court 7 214 0.59 11,704 28.2% 26,665 64.2% 2,942 71.1% 41,525 100%

Court 8 1 0.094 250 4.0% 5,853 94.4% 124 2.0% 6,228 100%
Sussex County

Court 1 121 2.29 197 3.6% 4,775 86.9% 403 7.3% 5,496 1p0%

Court 2 416 1.09 24,773 57.1% 13,815 31.8% 4,377 10.1% 43,381 100%

Court 3 815 2.49 15,125 44.2% 14,953 43.1% 3,295 9.6% 34,188 100%

Court 4 14 0.19 1,036 5.6% 16,990 91.6% 502 2{7% 18,542 100%

Court 14 2 0.094 193 3.3% 5,558 95.2% 87 1.5% 5,840 100%
State w/o VAC 2,351 0.89 78,946 26.9% 188,629 64.2% 23,778 8.1% 293,704 100%
VAC 716 0.59 0 0% 151,070 99.3% 364 0.p% 152,150 100%
Statewith VAC 3,067 0.7% 78,946 17.7%| 339,699 76.2% 24,142 54% | 445,854 100%

VAC = Voluntary Assessment Cen

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT
Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Criminal and Traffic Filings

(Defendants)
2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County
Court 9 4,600 4,546 -54 -1.2%
Court 10 3,889 3,813 -76 -2.0%
Court 11 36,415 38,269 1,854 5.1%
Court 20 16,299 12,775 -3,524 -21.6%
Kent County
Court 6 5,137 5,305 168 3.3%
Court 7 18,625 19,490 865 4.6%
Court 8 2,709 2,774 65 2.4%
Sussex County
Court 1 2,792 2,926 134 4.8%
Court 2 17,820 16,731 -1,089 -6.1%
Court 3 11,110 11,445 335 3.0%
Court 4 8,341 9,079 738 8.8%
Court 5 2,330 2,423 93 4.0%
State Without VAC 130,067 129,576 -491 -0.4%
VAC 138,827 141,867 3,040 2.2%
State with VAC 268,894 271,443 2,549 0.9%

VAC = Voluntary Assessment Ceni

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT
Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Criminal and Traffic Filings

(Charges)
2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County
Court 9 8,529 8,331 -198 -2.3%
Court 10 5,398 5,384 -14 -0.3%
Court 11 83,294 86,590 3,296 4.0%
Court 20 32,741 27,286 -5,455 -16.7%
Kent County
Court 6 10,028 10,913 885 8.8%
Court 7 39,167 41,525 2,358 6.0%
Court 8 6,133 6,228 95 1.5%
Sussex County
Court 1 5,464 5,496 32 0.6%
Court 2 46,157 43,381 -2,776 -6.0%
Court 3 30,959 34,188 3,229 10.49%
Court 4 17,601 18,542 941 5.3%
Court 5 5,888 5,840 -48 -0.8%
State Without VAC 291,359 293,704 2,345 0.8%
VAC 149,808 152,150 2,342 1.6%
State with VAC 441,167 445,854 4,687 1.1%

VAC = Voluntary Assessment Ceni

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT
Court Rankings- Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Total Cases Filed* (Charges)

2012\2"2‘:”" e 2013\2"2‘:”" e 2013 Total Filings 2013 % of Total /o VAC
1 1 Court 11 86,590 26.4%
2 2 Court 2 43,38l 13.2%
3 3 Court 7 41,525 12.7%
5 4 Court 3 34,188 10.4%
4 5 Court 20 27,286 8.3%
7 6 Court 4 18,54p 5.7%
6 7 Court 13 17.41P 5.3%
9 8 Court 6 10,918 3.3%
8 9 Court 9 10,501 3.2%
11 10 Court 16 7,560 2.3%
10 11 Court 17 6,828 2.1%
12 12 Court 8 6,228 1.9%
13 13 Court 14 5,840 1.8%
14 14 Court 1 5,495 1.7%
15 15 Court 10 5,381 1.6%

2013 State wlo VAC 327,685 100%
2013 VAC 152,150
2013 Statew/ VAC 479,835

*Includes civil, criminal, and traffic filing:
VAC = Voluntary Assessment Cen

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Court Rankings - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Total Case Filings (Defendants)

2012\2"2‘:”" e 2013\2"2‘:”" e 2013 Total Filings 2013 % of Total /o VAC
1 1 Court 11 38,269 23.4%
2 2 Court 7 19,490 11.9%
3 3 Court 13 17.419 10.7%
5 4 Court 2 16,731 10.2%
4 5 Court 20 12,775 7.8%
6 6 Court 3 11,445 7.0%
7 7 Court 4 9,079 5.6%
10 8 Court 16 7,569 4.6%
8 9 Court 17 6,823 4.2%
9 10 Court 9 6,716 4.1%
11 11 Court 6 5,305 3.2%
12 12 Court 10 3,813 2.3%
13 13 Court 1 2,926 1.8%
14 14 Court 8 2,774 1.7%
15 15 Court 14 2,423 1.5%

2013 State wlo VAC 163,557 100%
2013 VAC 141,867
2013 Statew/ VAC 305,424

VAC = Voluntary Assessment Cen

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Total Cases Filed (Char ges)

2012 2013 Change % Change
Criminal & Traffic 441,167 445,854 4,687 1.1%
Civil 34,416 33,981 -435 -1.3%
Total 475,583 479,835 4,252 0.9%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Total Cases Disposed (Char ges)

2012 2013 Change % Change
Criminal & Traffic 464,669 440548 -24,121 -5.2%
Civil 27,071 32,144 5,073 18.7%
Total 491,740 472,692 -19,048 -3.9%

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years2012-2013 - Total Case Filings (Defendants)

2012 2013 Change % Change
Criminal & Traffic 268,894 271443 2,549 0.9%
Civil 34,416 33,981 -435 -1.3%
Total 303,310 305,424 2,114 0.7%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Total Cases Dispositions

(Defendants)
2012 2013 Change % Change
Criminal & Traffic 285,905 269,688 -16,217 -5.7%
Civil 27,071 32,144 5,073 18.7%
Total 312,976 301,832 -11,144 -3.6%

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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*Criminal filings and disposition information is by defendant.

**Criminal and traffic disposition information for 2005 is not available.
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ALDERMAN'S COURTS*

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Total Filings

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County
Newark 16,157 17,496 1,339 8.3%
Newport 6,074 6,049 -25 -0.4%
Sussex County
Bethany Beach 2,496 2,419 =77 -3.1%
Dewey Beach 1,160 451 -709 -61.1%
Laurel 1,802 2,845 1,043 57.9%
Rehoboth Beach 1,753 1,937 184 10.5%
State 29,442 31,197 1,755 6.0%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2012-2013 - Total Dispositions

2012 2013 Change % Change
New Castle County
Newark 17,956 18,372 416 2.3%
Newport 6,074 6,049 -25 -0.4%
Sussex County
Bethany Beach 2,496 2,419 =77 -3.1%
Dewey Beach 1,737 965 =772 -44.4%
Laurel 1,808 2,386 578 32.0%
Rehoboth Beach 1,561 1,874 313 20.1%
State 31,632 32,065 433 1.4%

The unit of count for criminal and traffic cases is the charge. For example, a defendant with three
charges disposed of is counted as three dispositions.

*Alderman's Courts are not part of the Delaware court system. They are independent entities within
their respective Municipalities. However, cases may be transferred or appealed to a State court.

Source: Alderman's Courts; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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